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Docket No: W-01303A-09-0343 
SW-01303A-09-0343 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 
OF 

FRANCES A. NOE 
ON BEHALF OF 

CROSS RIVER HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION AND HERSELF 
October 6,2014 

Frances A. Noe testifies that: 

The purpose of my testimony is to address our agreement with EPCORs position for full 
consolidation of its wastewater systems as stated by Shawn Bradford and Sheryl L. 
Hubbard in their testimonies dated September 8, 2014. 

The CUSTOMERS of the new Agua Fria Wastewater Distiict have endured a 133+% 
increase granted on June 5th, 2012, by Decision 73227, which deconsolidated Anthem 
from the Anthem/Agua Fria Wastewater District. Reuniting with Anthem now will not 
address the problem and only kicks the can further down the road. 

Cross River, a community of 1309 homes, has many retired residents on fixed incomes, 
handicapped adults and children, as well as young families struggling to make ends meet. 
The continuously iising wastewater costs have impacted our finances. These costs have 
become hardships for residents, since the wastewater bill is based on 100% of water 
usage up to 7,000 gallons (sewer volume charge) added to the sewer basic service 
($57.36). The high costs of our EPCOR bills have caused some residents to shut off 
water to their homes and haulhse outside water sources. Many young couples are putting 
off their plans to have children, while those with small children are bathing them together 
to save money. First time homebuyers are wishing they had never purchased a new home 
in our area because their EPCOR bills are exceeding their water bill budget by more than 
$100.00 a month, and this is much higher than what their mortgage company had 
original 1 y approved. 

Our EPCOR bills are having a monumental impact on the value of our properties and 
costs passed on to us by our HOA for common areas fees. Our HOA fees were raised 
20% in 20 13 and will increase another 2 1/2% in 20 1 5. Greenbelt grass areas where the 
children play are disappearing due to cut backs on watering. HOA common areas have 
been converted from grass to rock, costing the HOA many thousands of dollars. 
Residents in Cross River have removed their grass and various plants in an effort to use 
less water, hoping to lower their bills. However, conserving has done very little to lower 
watedwastewater bills due to three years of rate increases granted by the Commission. 



My personal bucket list never included spending the year 2014, at age 61, working on a 
remedy for a critical wastewater crisis. Nor did I think I would be spending this much 
time and money fighting such a crisis regarding our wastewater rates. I contacted the 
Commission after observing conversations on our neighborhood Facebook page 
regarding our outrageous wastewater bills. I was told that the Commission did not reopen 
already decided rate cases and was advised to submit hand-written letters to the 
Commission. I asked how many complaints had been received by the Commission in the 
last 2 years. I was told very few. I found that extremely hard to believe, so I started the 
Epcor Project, a grassroots effort. MaryAnn Hughes (age 75) and Karen Proctor (age 68), 
both residents of Cross River, were the first to step-up and assist me. Consequently many 
residents helped with copies, supplying reams of paper, tirelessly collecting petitions at 
designated spots and going door to door. We constantly updated our social media page, 
keeping residents informed. This grassroots effort included designing comparison rate 
charts and the writing of 100 personal letters by the residents living in Cross River, Dos 
Rios and Coldwater Ranch communities. On February 25,201 4, Karen and I personally 
delivered to the Commission these letters. All these letters expressed a very personal 
nature of the hardships and financial stress that has been imposed on our residents due to 
the extremely high wastewater rates. Our petitions and letters urgently requested that the 
Commission bring this issue to the forefront for an immediate remedy. State Legislators, 
Representatives Lovas and Livingston and Senator Burges wrote a letter of support for a 
review of our rates to the Commission for their constituents in the northwest valley. Our 
neighbors to the west, Corte Bella, joined forces with another 2320 signatures on March 
7, 20 14, asking for an immediate investigation and review of their rates. 1 , 100 signed 
petitions, mostly from Cross River, Dos Rios and Coldwater Ranch, were delivered to the 
Commission on April 9,2014, asking for deconsolidation. Diane Smith and Doug 
Edwards (Coi-te Bella) and I met with RUCO also on April 9,2014. Mr. Mease and the 
three of us had a very long conversation at that time. Corte Bella hosted a meeting with 
EPCOR on April 16,201 4. On June 17,201 4, Karen and I delivered to the Commission 
a letter that was composed by Corte Bella and the two of us, it proposed options for 
interim relief. Karen and I also met with RUCO that day and had a lengthy conversation 
with Mr. Mease. During that conversation, Mr. Mease shared with us information 
regarding RUCO’s community outreach endeavor. I asked him directly for RUCO to 
come to our communities of Cross River, Corte Bella, Dos Rios, and Coldwater Ranch. 
Mr. Mease replied that this only happens for open rate cases. RUCO has yet to meet with 
our communities. Behind the scenes, our EPCOR Project paperwork and charts have been 
delivered to elected officials as well as candidates, to the media, to anyone and everyone 
we could think of to help us with our wastewater crisis. Numerous phone caIls and emails 
and meetings have occurred over the last 10 months, hoping for a solution to our 
predicament. 
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I have been a resident of Cross River since April 2006. My husband and I live in a home 
that has a very small lot size (approx. 5,500 sq. it.) with mostly desert in the fiont and 
backyards. In 2006, our monthly Arizona-American bills were in the $50.00 range. Our 
July 8th, 2014, EPCOR Agua Fria bill was $168.1 8. Broken down: $58.47 (water charges 
for 10,000 gallons), $48.85 (sewer volume charge), and $57.36 (sewer basic service 
charge) the remaining amount is small misc. fees and taxes. 

EPCOR bill for Sun City comparable is $40.92. Broken down: $21.32 (water charges for 
9,000 gallons), no sewer volume charge, and $18.1 1 (wastewater treatment charge) the 
remaining amount is small misc. fees and taxes. 
EPCOR bill for Sun City West comparable is $50.92. Broken down: $1 8.68 (water 
charges for up to 10,000 gallons), no sewer volume charge, and $3 1.02 (wastewater 
treatment charges) the remaining amount is small misc. fees and taxes. 

I have collected numerous wastewater bills fiom around Arizona and I can find no other 
district that is charged a sewer volume rate in addition to the basic sewer service charge 
other than Anthem and the Agua Fria districts. This practice is unfair and discriminatory. 

This is not just an issue of financial hardships, it's also about equality and fairness for all 
EPCOR CUSTOMERS. I hlly support consolidation where every EPCOR customer pays 
the same rate. Arizonans should be able to rely on safe, affordable, availabIe water and 
should not experience 'severe sticker shock' for the ability to receive this necessary 
commodity of life. As such, Cross River, respectively requests this Commission order a 
FULL consolidation of EPCOR's wastewater districts immediately and eliminate 
discriminatory and disparate practices. 

The Arizona Constitution, article 15 section 12 states: ""No discrimination in charges, 
service, or facilities shall be made between persons or places for rendering a like and 
contemporaneous service."" Therefore, under the Arizona Constitution the Commission 
must vote for FULL CONSOLIDATION immediately. One Company, one district, 
ONE RATE. 

This concludes my testimony. 

Respectively submitted, 

Frances A. Noe 
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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 
OF 

FRANCES A. NOE 
DATED OCTOBER 29,2014 

The undersigned, Frances A. Noe, a resident of Cross River and a petitioner in these proceeding 
hereby files her attached rebuttal testimony dated October 29,2014. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 29th day of October, 2014. 

Frances A. Noe 
11756 W. Daley Ln. 
Sun City West, AZ. 85373 
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Docket No: W-01303A-09-0343 
SW-01303A69-0343 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 
OF 

FRANCES A NOE 
ON BEHALF OF 

CROSS RIVER HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION AND HERSELF 
OCTOBER 2%h, 2014 

Frances A. Noe testifies that: 

The purpose of my testimony is to state FULL AGREEMENT for FULL 
CONSOLIDATION of the EPCOR's Wastewater Districts and to address various 
testimonies submitted to the Commission regarding this matter. 

One Hundred (100) personal letters were submitted to the Commission on February 25, 
2014. Those letters were written only by residents of Cross River, Dos Rios, and 
Coldwater Ranch. Our neighbors to the west, Corte Bella, delivered to the Commission 
2,320 signatures on March 7,2014. Another 1,100 signatory petitions, mostly h m  
Cross River, Dos Rios, and Coldwater Ranch, were submitted to the Commission on 
April 9,2014. All of the letters and petitions included a cover page Stating residency of 
Cross River, Dos Rios, Corte Bella, and Coldwater Ranch, all Agua Fria District 
watedwastewater CUSTOMERS. 

The United States Postal Service issues zip codes and does not have to explain their 
position in doing so. Agua Fria District CUSTOMERS have Agua Fria District written 
on their EPCOR billings. The same goes for Sun City West. Sun City West District 
Customers have Sun City West District written on their bills. It was never the intention 
of the residents of Cross River, Dos Rios, Corte Bella, or Coldwater Ranch to deceive, 
but only to express their urgent need for a remedy to the EPCOR water/wastewater crisis 
that they live with everyday. 

Our original petitions asked that we be deconsolidated fiom the Agua Fria District, just as 
Anthem was awarded in 2012, and for the same reasons they were separated out of the 
district. We also asked to be joined with the Sun City West District and never imagined 
that EPCOR would recommend and endorse full consolidation. As a result of EPCOR's 
Direct Testimony dated September 8th, 2014, I agree that complete and full consolidation 
would bring parity to all customers. 

The Del Webb Qpelopment Company formed its own water and sewer company in 
1959: it was called Sunburst Water Co. & Marinette Sanitation Co. ("Private Company") 
It was the first private sewer company in Arizona and was met with much resistance fiom 
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the Arizona State Health Department. At that time, cities and municipalities were the 
only ones that operated sewerplants, and they did not like the idea of a company going 
private. The private company was approved, then the development company tried to 
make a deal with the City of Phoenix to take on the sewer and the water company. The 
developer was to build it and give it to the City of Phoenix, but the city decided against it. 
Later in the 1960s, it was decided to sell the private company to Citizens Utilities because 
of the probability of a monthly raise for both water and sewer rates, a decision that was 
not popular with the people in Sun City. The residents argued that they had paid for the 
facility because "some brochure said sewer and water in and paid for." The sewer and 
water system was in and paid for, but the operating costs were not covered. Citizens 
Utilities came in and operated the system; they promptly asked for a rate increase and it 
was granted. 

In December 1964, Sun City voted on Incorporation. The vote was 2,558 against and 
1,036 for. As a result, Sun City has never incorporated. By 1978, the homes in the Sun 
City Development had mostly been sold. Del Web Development Company moved on to 
start Sun City West and formed an "unorganized school district" fiom the start, in order 
to avoid the issues that Sun City had faced with the Peoria School District in the past. In 
July of 1988, the Arizona State Legislature enacted a school tax on Sun City. After a long 
battle with lawmakers, the tax was rescinded and a lessertax enacted. 

In the late 1970s, Del Webb's plan was to amalgamate Sun City and Sun City West. But 
there were residents in Sun City who fought against it. They wanted the water company 
separated because they feared their rates would go up. So, it was divided into two 
separate water/wastewater districts. 

Over the years, new housing developments and population increases surrounded the Sun 
City areas, and with this new growth another water/wastewater district was started, the 
"Agua Fria District." One exception is the new housing development "Tierra Del Rio" 
which became part of the Sun City Water District. The new housing development north 
of Happy Valley Rd. off 107th Ave. (Tierra Del Rio) is in the Sun City water district, but 
the City of Peoria provides their sewer needs. What water/wastewater district the future 
housing develotments south of Hapy Valley Rd. (east and west of 107th Ave.) has been 
assigned is unknown. 

The Northwest Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility ("plant") services Sun City 
West and &e NE Agua Fria Wastewater District CUSTOMERS. Plant plans were 
approved in 1978 by Maricopa County. In 2002, Citizens Utilities sold out to Arizona 
American Water Co. who expanded the plant in 2004. Arizona American then sold to the 
current plant operating company known as EPCOR. 

I toured the Northwest Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility and asked questions 
about their operation. I learned about the two lift stations, one in Sun City West and one 
in Cross River. I also contacted Maricopa County Water and Waste Management 
Division seeking information, and asked Shawn Bradford (EPCOR) for verification of 
historical information regarding a donation by the Del Webb Development Company for 



guaranteed water rights to Sun City West. To date EPCOR has not responded, and I have 
found no evidence that supports this alleged issue. Would such an agreement, ifone 
exists, still be ongoing 30+ years later? 
The best i n f o d o n  I was able to find was in Sun Cities' very own museum. 
http://www.delwebbsuncitiesmuseum.or~John-Meeker.php 

EPCOR CUSTOMERS living in the NE Agua Fria District have been paying for the 
White Tank Plant that they currently do not, and never will use. Sun City and Sun City 
West do not use this plant either, but they do not pay for it. Likewise, the same Agua 
Fria District CUSTOMERS will be paying for the Russell Ranch expansion, the West 
Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility, and the upgrades to plant facilities and 
equipment in the Anthem district that they will never use. Then there is the cost to 
replace the old "worn out" inhsbxcture of Sun City and Sun City West, that we do not 
and will not use. 

Sun City and Sun City West have many golf courses, lakes, recreational facilities, and 
many commercial properties utilized by the public, which undoubtedly adds tc> their 
watedwastewater usage and compounds the volume consumption over other areas. 
Perhaps, Sun City and Sun City West should buy their own private water and sewer 
company? The NE Agua Fria Wastewater District includes, Corte Bella (1650 homes), 
Cross River (1 309 homes), Dos Rios (444 homes), Coldwater Ranch (1 35+ homes and 
still building), and Rancho Cabrillo (4W and still building). Sun City, Sun City West, 
and Agua Fria District CUSTOMERS live in Mariwpa County Unincorporated areas. 
The Agua Fria Wastewater District has been saddled with these outrageomly unfair rates 
far too long. 

If FULL CONSOLIDATION is not the m e r  then what are the CUSTOMERS in the 
NE Agua Fria Wastewater District to do? Our builders (in Cross River, Dos Rios, 
Coldwater Ranch, and Corte Bella) provided our hfbsbacture. Like most communities, 
it was priced into the cost of our new housing. Our wakdwastewater rates were not 
excessively high until decisions made by the Commission haeased sewer costs 133% 
and water costs 58%, which was long &r the majority of homes were built. Over the 
past 3 years we have endured watedwastewater bills that no ARIZONA resident should 
ever have to pay. We can not pay more, especially when others in our geographical area 
pay so little. 

Regarding a two-step implementation plan for the Sun Cities, Cross River HOA and I do 
not have a problem with doing that, so long as the NE Agua Fria District rates are not 
involved and it is revenue neutral. We have paid too much for too long and are not in 
favor of having our waterhastewater rates used to subsidize other consumers any longer. 

Sun City EPCQR CUSTOMERS pay $18.1 1 for their monthly wastewater treatment 
charge and Sun City West EPCOR CUSTOMERS pay $3 1.02. Agua Fria EPCOR 
CUSTOMERS currently pay $106.00 and are due for a large wastewater rate increase to 
$121.00 in January 2015. 



On a personal note, I have lived in Arizona since the mid 1950s. I grew up hem, went to 
school here, worked here, and now am retired here. My daughter and grandson were 
born here. I remember the days when the Sun Cities sat all by themselves, separated 
tiom Phoenix by large areas of desert. Now, those living in the Sun Cities would be land 
locked ifnot for the idmtruc ture built all around them and paid for by others. 

Many, many retirees, on fixed incomes, live in areas other than Sun City and Sun City 
West. Arizona has always been open to new growth and population expansion. I feel my 
state of Arizona has let me and my neighbors down. How can it even be possible, in the 
year 2014, that we are still stuck in the past because there is a group of people always 
saying "no" at a cost to others? How can it be possible that non-resident homeowners are 
having an impact on Arizona residents' water/wastewater costs? How is it possible that 
one group of people, can dictate another's wastewater rates when they use the same 
treatment plant? This just does not make sense to me. 

Lastly, Cross River HOA and I respectively request this Commission order a FULL 
CONSOLIDATION of the EPCOR's wastewater districts and eliminate this tragic 
situation for Agua Fria CUSTOMERS. 

This concludes my testimony. 

Respectively submitted, 

h d - 4 ; h  --f 

Frances A. Noe 
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Desi Howe 
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By: L 4.- 
Frances A. Noe 
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Before the Arizona Corporation Commission 

Bob Stump - Chairman 
Gary Pierce - Commissioner 
Brenda Burns - Commissioner 
Bob Burns - Commissioner 
Susan Bitter Smith - Commissioner 

In the matter of Epcor Water Arizona, Inc. of ) 
a hearing on rate consolidation/deconsolidation ) 
proposals for possible rate changes for utility ) 
service in all of i t s  Arizona wastewater districts ) 

Docket Nos SW-01303A-09-0343 
W-01303A-09-0 

I am submitting testimony on the following four issues: 

1 - Epcor’s estimate of 6 - 12 months to separate each community’s data from the 
combined data of the Agua Fria district 

2 - Epcor’s attempt to charge consumers for their own costs of $375,000 to separate each 
community’s data from the combined data of Agua Fria district 

3 - Epcor’s responsibility to provide complete and accurate information for this proceeding 

4 - Epcor’s omission of significant hidden costs in full consolidation 

I am including my third set of questions to Epcor as well as their responses to my second 
and third sets of questions. My first set of questions and Epcor’s responses were included in 
my request to Judge Nodes on September 19, 2014. 
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This testimony focuses on four issues: 

1 - Epcor’s estimate of 6 - 12 months to separate each community’s data from the 
combined data of the Agua Fria district 

2 - Epcor’s attempt to charge consumers for their own costs of $375,000 to separate each 
community’s data from the combined data of Agua Fria district 

3 - Epcor’s responsibility to provide complete and accurate information for this proceeding 

4 - Epcor’s omission of significant hidden costs in full consolidation 



1 - Epcor’s estimate of 6 - 12 months to separate each community’s data from the 
combined data of the Agua Fria district 

Epcor has responded to three sets of questions from me on this topic but has presented no 
clear indication yet to support their estimate of 6 - 12 months to separate out each 
community’s data. 

Epcor has not provided any specific, detailed examples of how or why any current asset or 
liability in the combined data of the Agua Fria district cannot be converted easily and 
quickly into each community’s data. 

Instead Epcor has provided only vague comments about how difficult the separation and 
conversion process will be. 

One way to do the separation is to allocate each community’s data proportionally according 
to specific criteria acceptable to the ACC, such as annual consumption, current plant value, 
number of consumers or any combination of these or other measures. 

Against Epcor’s estimate, it may take as l itt le as a few minutes to completely separate and 
convert the Agua Fria district data into each community’s data, if appropriate altocation 
criteria are used. 



2 - Epcor’s attempt to charge consumers for their own costs of $375,000 to separate each 
community’s data from the combined data of Agua Fria district 

Epcor estimates that it will cost $375,000.00 to separate each community’s consumer data 
from the combined data of the Agua Fria district. 

Epcor do not mention that they are willing to accept the costs of improving and updating 
their billing, accounts receivable and other information systems but refuse to accept the 
costs of improving and updating their rates and income and expense information systems. 

Also, Epcor do not mention that when they purchased Arizona American Water, they 
became legally responsible for Arizona American Water’s assets and liabilities, including 
their information systems - whether these meet their expectations or not. 

The responsibilities for improving and updating these systems and for the costs of 
separating each community’s data are Epcor’s and not the Agua Fria district’s. 



3 - Epcor’s responsibility to provide complete and accurate information for this proceeding 

The ACC instructed Epcor to provide three different wastewater rates, including the fully 
consolidated rate for all districts - for the purposes of reviewing and changing the 
wastewater rates in the Agua Fria district and other districts serviced by Epcor. 

As we have seen on many occasions in the last few weeks already, these three rates are not 
nearly sufficient for the ACC, RUCO, Epcor or consumers to reach a fair and acceptable 
decision on wastewater rates. 

Far more complete and accurate information i s  required, including ranges of different rates 
for different combinations of districts and communities. Also, many different one-time 
rates and additional income and expense totals are needed by different groups of 
consumers to support their own specific perspectives. 

For example, separate consolidation rates with and without Sun City and Sun City West are 
a high priority. In addition, these rates need to be supplemented by further projected rate 
increases by Epcor to match the dollar amounts of projected plant upgrades for the years 
ahead. 

What if these projected dollar amount upgrades of Epcor are not accurate and need to be 
upgraded again to produce further revised rates? Both Sun City and Sun City West might 
find that when the projected plant upgrades are installed in several years’ time, their rates 
are quite different from what they now expect them to be. If they knew this now, they 
might support quite different proposals. 

Even more important, no information has been provided by Epcor on existing or future plant 
efficiency and performance and how possible future positive or negative variances might 
impact current projected wastewater processing rates and costs. 

Requests for such additional information are not unexpected or unusual - instead they are 
typical and could have easily been foreseen and met by Arizona American Water and Epcor 
years ago, when they set up their information systems. 

According to responses to my questions, Epcor has an effective system to meet their own 
needs but it i s  not available to consumers and Epcor do not disclose whether it would meet 
consumers’ needs. Expecting consumers to rely on the slow and cumbersome process of 
accessing documents at Epcor’s offices or scanned documents on ACC’s website are 
unrealistic. If Epcor staff need their own computer system to access up-to-date 
information rapidly and in a flexible way, surely consumers need the same facilities? 



It would have been easy for Epcor to provide the additional rates and income and expense 
information required for this proceeding - either by upgrading their existing systems or by 
installing a completely new system - improvements and upgrades which are long overdue. 

Consumers need in an online, internet system for rates and income and expenses to match 
the current billing and accounts receivable system that Epcor already provide. 

Facilities can easily be provided for consumers to access complete, accurate and up-to-date 
rates and income and expense information for each district and community - without 
continuing to incur the high costs and time-consuming delays associated with the current, 
inconvenient one- ti me rate extracts. 

In addition, early warnings can be provided of future rate increases instead of only the 
projected dollar investments by Epcor, such as $9.3 million in the next five years for Sun 
City, $4.9 million for Sun City West and $5.3 for Anthem. A t  present, these total dollar 
upgrade amounts give no indication what eventual rates will be. 

If such a system had easily been set up when the Agua Fria district was set up, it would 
have saved consumers significant cost and time. 

High rates from duplicate plant facilities for the Agua Fria district consumers could have 
been foreseen before the different communities were grouped together. 

High rates could have been avoided for consumers and the responsibility for the excess 
plant capacity installed in the North West Valley could have been appropriately allocated, 
when the projected new consumers never materialized. 

Costs of wastewater facilities between Sun City West and Corte Bella could have been 
allocated fairly. 

The increase in rates in Corte Bella for the new borehole could have been anticipated 
before the borehole was drilled. 

For far too long, an online, internet system for consumers on rates and income and 
expenses has been avoided by both Arizona American Water and Epcor and we are now 
experiencing the severe consequences. Without complete and accurate information from 
Epcor both water and wastewater rates are not possible. 



4 - Epcor’s omission of significant hidden costs in full consolidation 

Consolidation does not automatically reduce total costs of water or wastewater or make 
their supply more efficient - all it does i s  spread total costs over the total number of 
consumers. It i s  understandable that some consumers will be elated if their wastewater 
rates are significantly reduced as a result of this proceeding, but we need to be aware of 
other dangers ahead. 

Just as important as consolidation in reducing rates are the effective design, location, use 
and management of the different plants and their raw materials. 

These factors can be tracked easily only by an effective online, internet computer system 
providing performance information on the different factors in wastewater management for 
Epcor, the ACC, RUCO and consumers to evaluate. 

Shawn Bradford of Epcor in his testimony on September 8, 2014, pointed out that 
communities do not have to be contiguous or next to each other to be grouped into the 
same district. This i s  misleading. To achieve economies of scale in plant location and size, 
it i s  vital to locate communities as close to each other as possible. The dangers of having 
separate plants for each community and combining communities that are not close to each 
other could not be clearer now than in the Agua Fria district - almost complete duplication 
of plant facilities with no economies of scale. 

Shawn Bradford, whose responsibility i s  Information Technology, also did not point out how 
important an effective online, internet system is  for Epcor, the ACC, RUCO and consumers 
in order to track the performance of each of the different factors that combine to provide 
high quality water and wastewater facilities. Without such an information system who 
knows which plants are performing well or not and what needs to be done to address poor 
performance issues at each plant? Full consolidation reduces total costs only if each plant 
i s  effectively managed and i t s  performance i s  easily and continuously tracked. 

Two of the most important factors in charging a fair system of rates are, first, districts of 
matching communities where economies of scale can be attained and, second, an online, 
internet system that provides permanent up-to-date information on the factors that track 
effective water and wastewater management and provide early warning signals of 
significant rate increases - in time for consumers to react. 

In her testimony on September 8, 2014, and in her responses to my questions, Sheryl L. 
Hubbard showed that she has extensive qualifications and experience in accounting systems 
and in the water and wastewater industry. If she has been given the opportunities to  use 
her skills in directing the specification, design and implementation of computing systems 
that match the needs of all Epcor’s consumers, why i s  it necessary for her to speculate 
about the value of such systems instead of supporting them? 



RESPONSES OF E PCOR WATER ARIZONA. INC. TO MR . BOTHA’S SECOND SET OF 
DATA REOUES TS 

W-01303A-09-0343 
SW-Ol303A-09-0343 

GENERAL OBJECTIONS TO ALL DATA REOUESTS 

1. EPCOR Water Arizona, Inc. (“EWAZ”) objects to each Request to the extent it seeks 
information subject to the attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine or any other 
privilege recognized by the State of Arizona. In responding to these Requests, EWAZ 
preserves all such privileges. 
2. EWAZ objects to each Request to the extent that it i s  not reasonably calculated to lead 
to the discovery of admissible evidence. 
3. EWAZ objects to each Request to the extent it calls for speculation. 
4. EWAZ objects to each definition and/or instruction to the extent it purports to abrogate 
any of EWAZ’s rights, or adds to any of EWAZ’s obligations under, the Arizona Rules of Civil 
Procedure or the Commission’s Rules. 
5. EWAZ objects to each Request to the extent that it i s  overly broad, unduly burdensome 
and imposes any burden not expressly permitted under the Commission’s Rules or the 
Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure. 
6. EWAZ objects to each Request to the extent that the information requested constitutes 
“trade secrets” that are privileged under the Arizona Uniform Trade Secrets Act, 
Ariz. Rev. Stat. S44-401, et. seq. (2003). 
7. EWAZ objects to each Request to the extent it seeks information not within EWAZ’s 
possession, control, or custody and/or to the extent the Requests ask EWAZ to provide 
information that it does not maintain in the ordinary course of business. 
8. EWAZ objects to each Request to the extent it calls for a legal conclusion. 
9. EWAZ reserves the right to supplement or amend i t s  objections and responses as 
necessary. 



SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS 

1. In Decision No. 74588, the Commission set forth the three scenarios to be examined 
in  this proceeding as part of a possible modification to wastewater rate design 
utilizing revenue requirements approved by the Commission. EWAZ objects to  the 
following data requests as outside the scope of this proceeding and not reasonably 
calculated to  lead to  the discovery of admissible evidence: 2-1 -1 through 2-1 -26; 
2-2-1; 2-4-1 through 2-4-14. 

2. EWAZ objects to  the following data requests as overly broad and unduly 
burdensome: 2- 1-2; 2-1 -3; 2-1-8; 2-1 -9; 2-1 -10; 2-1 -1 1. 

3. EWAZ objects to the following data requests as calling for speculation: 2-1 -19; 
2-1-20; 2-1-26; 2-4-5; 2-4-12; 2-4-12; 2-4-13. 

4. EWAZ objects to all data requests previously answered and refers to  those 
responses from the first set of data requests. 



OBJECTIONS 

EPCOR Water Arizona, Inc. (the “Company”) submitted objections to  these data 
requests on September 15, 2014. Each of these responses i s  made subject to and 
without waiving those objections. 

FGB 2-1-1 (Ref FGB 1-1-6) 

Question: Does EPCOR use features in i t s  Oracle system to combine totals for different 
divisions for any period in  order to produce the three sets of totals required by the 
Commission? 

Response: No. Reports are downloaded into Excel and combined outside of Oracle. 

FGB 2-1-2 (Ref FGB 1-1-11) 

Question: What i s  the highest, lowest and average number of monthly income and 
expense transactions (to the nearest 50) for a typical district? 

Response: It i s  very difficult to  estimate the number of transactions in any given 
month for a typical district. The Company uses the Oracle ERP as our main financial 
system but other systems contribute information to Oracle e.g. IVARA (our 
procurement system), ADP (our payroll system), Vertex (our billing system), etc. The 
Company has put together the below monthly approximation using i t s  best estimates: 
1. Oracle ERP: 
a. Oracle General Ledger - we have approximately 20,000 transactions/month; 
b. Oracle Accounts Payable - we have approximately 4,000 transactions/month; 
c. Oracle Fixed Assets - we have approximately 1,100 transactions/month; 
2. IVARA - we have approximately 200 transaction/month; 
3. ADP - we have approximately 5,600 transactions/month; and 
4. Vertex - we process approximate 200,000 transactions/month. 
5. Total system transactions of approximate 230,90O/month 

Secondly, districts range in  size from 600 customers in  the smallest district to 40,400 
in  the largest district. The Company has a total of 18 service districts. If you simply 
divide the number of transactions by the total number of districts you arrive at an 
average district transaction of 12,800 per month. 



FGB 2-1-3 (Ref FGB 1-1-12) 

Question: How many physical plant items are recorded in  EPCOR’s Oracle system for 
the Agua Fria district? 

Response: When you ask for plant items, the Company assumes you want to know how 
many items are recorded in  our Oracle Fixed Asset (OFA) program. OFA records assets 
to categories as defined by National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners 
(NARUC) and prescribed by the Company’s regulator. An asset item within a category 
can have 10 assets or 1,000 assets depending on what it is. 

FGB 2-1-4 (Ref FGB 1-1-12) 

Question: Is each plant item a separate record for the purpose of accumulated 
depreciation and income and expense allocation, as typically recorded and required 
for IRS taxation purposes? 

Response: The Company’s regulator requires accumulated depreciation and 
depreciation expense to be calculated based on the NARUC system of accounts, which 
i s  not related to IRS taxation. 

FGB 2-1-5 (Ref FGB 1-1-12) 

Question: If not, why not? 

Response: Please see response to FGB 2-1-4. 

FGB 2-1-6 (Ref FGB 1-1-12) 

Question: Is the original purchase date and purchase cost of each plant item recorded 
in EPCOR’s Oracle system, as typically recorded and required for IRS taxation 
purposes? 

Response: Following the NARUC practices as prescribed by the Company’s regulator, 
the Company places assets in  service based on the in  service date of the asset. The 
cost of the asset is also recorded at this time. This process i s  not related to  IRS 
taxation. 



FGB 2-1-7 (Ref FGB 1-1-12) 

Question: Can each plant item be readily identified at i t s  physical location? 

Response: No, the plant items are recorded by district not physical location. 

FGB 2-1 -8 (Ref FGB 1-1 -12) 

Question: How many unique plant locations are there for each community in  Agua Fria 
district? 

Response: The Company does not classify assets by community, but in  the Agua Fria 
wastewater district the Company has three plant facilities: Northwest Valley Regional 
Water Reclamation Facility, Verrado Water Reclamation Facility, and Russell Ranch 
Water Reclamation Facility. 

FGB 2-1-9 (Ref FGB 1-1-12) 

Question: How many plant items are there at each of these locations (to the nearest 
1 O)? 

Response: Plant items are recorded by district not physical location. OFA records 
assets to categories as defined by NARUC and prescribed by the Company’s regulator. 
An asset item within a category can have 10 assets or 1,000 assets depending on what 
it i s  so it i s  not possible to  give a count of assets at a particular location. 

FGB 2-1-10 (Ref FGB 1-1-12) 

Question: How many joint plant locations are there for each community in  Agua Fria 
district? 

Response: The Company does not classify assets by community, but in  the Agua Fria 
Wastewater District the Company has one facility which i s  shared with the Sun City 
West Wastewater District: the Northwest Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility. 



FGB 2-1-11 (Ref FGB 1-1-12) 

Question: How many plant items are there at each of these locations (to the nearest 
1 O)? 

Response: Plant items are recorded by district not physical location. OFA records 
assets to categories as defined by NARUC and prescribed by the Company’s regulator. 
An asset item within a category can have 10 assets or 1,000 assets depending on what 
it i s  so it i s  not possible to give a count of assets at a particular location. 

FGB 2-1-12 (Ref FGB 1-1-14) 

Question: If conversion was not necessary, does this mean that all the data for 
Arizona American and Citizens Utilities for depreciation and income and expense 
allocation i s  included in EPCOR’s Oracle system? 

Response: The fixed asset data that was transferred from Citizens Utilities to 
American Water and then to  EPCOR currently resides in  OFA. 

FGB 2-1-13 (Ref FGB 1-1-14) 

Question: If not, why was it not necessary to  convert it? 

Response: Please see response to FBG 2-1-12. 

FGB 2-1-14 (Ref FGB 1-1-14) 

Question: If each plant item can be easily allocated to  i t s  community location, i s  the 
data for all plant items in  Agua Fria, including Citizens Utilities and Arizona American, 
up-to-date in  terms of cumulative depreciation for IRS tax purposes? 

Response: Each plant item cannot be easily allocated to i t s  community location. 
Regarding the question on depreciation, the methodology for calculating depreciation 
for determining rates versus IRS tax purposes follow two separate methods. 
Depreciation for rate making follows NARUC accounting practices and depreciation for 
IRS tax follows the internal revenue code. The Company i s  in  compliance with i t s  
cumulative depreciation under both methods. 



FGB 2-1-15 (Ref FGB 1-1-14) 

~ 

Question: Is total depreciation for all plant items in  the Agua Fria district up-to-date 
for IRS tax purposes? 

Response: See response to  FGB 2-1 -14. 

FGB 2-1-16 (Ref FGB 1-1-14) 

Question: If not, why not? 

Response: Please see response to FGB 2-1 -1 5. 

FGB 2-1 -17 (Ref FGB 1-1 -1 5) 

Question: If there i s  a quick and easy automated way to convert the Agua Fria data 
into data for i t s  separate communities, i s  EPCOR prepared to use this? 

Response: The Agua Fria District data cannot be easily converted into separate 
communities and wil l  take a significant amount of effort, time, and cost. EPCOR i s  
regulated by the Arizona Corporation Commission and wil l  abide by i t s  orders. 

FGB 2-1 -1 8 (Ref FGB 1-1 -1 5) 

Question: If not, why not? 

Response: Please see response to FGB 2-1-17. 

FGB 2-1-19 (Ref FGB 1-1-17) 

Question: If the ACC agrees to such criteria for the purposes of rapid and automated 
conversion, wi l l  EPCOR accept the criteria? 

Response: Please see response to  FGB 2-1-17. 



FGB 2-1-20 (Ref 1-1-18) 

Question: If total values for each community balance to the district total, wi l l  this be 
acceptable to EPCOR? 

Response: Please see response to FGB 2-1-17. 

FGB 2-1-21 (Ref 1-1-19) 

Question: Can these costs be estimated by estimating the increased number of 
transactions each month? 

Response: No. 

FGB 2-1 -22 (New question) 

Question: When a corporation purchases another corporation, it i s  customary for the 
purchasing corporation to assume the assets and the liabilities of the purchased 
corporation, unless specifically excluded by prior agreement. Did EPCOR have any 
agreement to pass on the costs of separating the Agua Fria division’s assets and 
liabilities and income and expenses to  i t s  communities? 

Response: No. 

FGB 2-1 -25 (New question) 

Question: How many months has EPCOR has been aware of the issue of separating out 
Agua Fria data into data for each of i t s  communities? 

Response: The Company has been aware that revenues, costs, and plant are assigned 
to specific districts from i t s  inception and that by subdividing current districts into 
sub areas would require a considerable amount of additional work. 



FGB 2-1 -26 (New question) 

Question: How many staff members wil l  be needed to  resolve this issue of separating 
the Agua Fria data and for how many days each? 

Response: This effort cannot be completed with existing staff levels. This wil l take a 
significant amount of resources using an outside consultant. 

FGB 2-2-1 (Ref 1-2-2) 

Question: To better estimate EPCOR’s anticipated minimum legal costs of more than 
$100,000, how many lawyers are working on this review, how much are they paid per 
hour, what type of work are they doing and how many hours are they estimate to 
require? 
This question was not answered previously - instead the accounting order was 
mentioned as approved. 

Response: Please see response to FGB 1-2-2. 

FGB 2-4-1 (Ref 1.3.2) 

Question: What are the advantages to EPCOR’s management and staff in Arizona to 
be able to regularly and rapidly access up-to-date confidential EPCOR information 
securely on their own computer system? 

Response: Please see response to  FGB 1-3-2. 

FGB 2-4-2 (Ref 1.3.2) 

Question: Is it possible or probable or even likely that consumers want to regularly 
and rapidly access public up-to-date previous, current and estimated future water 
and wastewater rates as well as previous, current and estimated future income and 
expenses for all districts and communities securely on EPCOR’s internet computer 
system? 
Response: The Company continues to object to this request as it calls for speculation. 
Subject to and without waiving this objection, the Company responds as follows: 
Please see responses to FGB 1-4. The Company provides current water and 
wastewater rates on the Company website in  addition to the proposed rate 
application and all supporting exhibits. 



FGB 2-4-3 (Ref 1-3-1 ... 1-3-6) (Ref 1-4-1 ... 1-4-17) 

Question: Accurate income and costs are required to  determine fair rates, as i s  
happening in this proceeding with the three different cost scenarios required by the 
ACC from EPCOR. Could a permanent online, internet information system easily and 
automatically at no charge provide the information for consumers to  review such 
rates and income and costs now, especially future estimated rates and income and 
costs from EPCOR’s planned plant updates, instead of documentation of mere planned 
expenditures as provided by EPCOR at present? 

Response: The Company continues to object to this request as it calls for speculation. 
The Company does not have any information with which to respond to  this request. 

FGB 2-4-4 (Ref 1-3-1 ... 1 -3-6) (Ref 1-4-1.. . I -4-1 7) 

Question: If not, why not? 

Response: Please see response to FGB 2-4-3. 

FGB 2-4- 5 (Ref 1 - 3- 1 ... 1 - 3-6) (Ref 1 -4- 1 . . .I -4- 1 7) 

Question: Would EPCOR have supported such a system when the communities were 
combined into the Agua Fria district? 

Response: Please see response to FGB 2-4-3. 

FGB 2-4-6 (Ref 1-3-1 ... 1-3-6) (Ref 1-4-1 ... 1-4-17) 

Question: If not, why not? 

Response: Please see response to FGB 2-4-3. 

FGB 2-4-7 (Ref 1-3-1 ... 1 -3-6) (Ref 1-4-1. .. 1-4-17) 

Question: Does EPCOR support such a system for their own staff, the ACC, RUCO 
and consumers now? 

Response: Please see response to  FGB 2-4-3. 



. -  

FGB 2-4-8 (Ref 1-3-1 ... 1-3-6) (Ref 1-4-1 ... 1-4-17) 

Question: If not, why not? 

Response: Please see response to FGB 2-4-3. 

FGB 2-4-9 (Ref 1-3-1 ... 1-3-6) (Ref 1-4-1 ... 1-4-17) 

Question: If not, what type of system does EPCOR recommend as an alternative to the 
option in  2-4-3? 

Response: The Company i s  not recommending any changes to their current 
information technology systems in this proceeding. 

FGB 2-4-10 (Ref 1-4-3) 

Question: Does EPCOR consider that access in i t s  offices to printed documents of 
rates, income and expenses i s  as convenient as access to an online, internet 
information system and an acceptable alternative? 

Response: If this question is  referring to the ACC requirement of having a hard copy of 
rate applications available for customers to review in  the Company offices during a 
rate case proceeding, that i s  a requirement of the ACC. This requirement provides an 
alternative source of information to our customers for those who do not have access 
to the Internet. Customers with access to the Internet can access this information 
through the Company’s website. 

FGB 2-4-11 (Ref 1-4-3) 

Question: If so, why? 

Response: Please see response to FGB 2-4-10. 



FGB 2-4-12 (Ref 1-4-11) 

Question: Why is  the ACC requesting rate scenarios from EPCOR and not expenditure 
scenarios? 

Response: The ACC has already reviewed and approved overall revenues and the 
resulting rate design for each district in  previous cases except for the Mohave 
Wastewater District which i s  currently under review in  a separate application. In this 
proceeding, the ACC has ordered the Company to provide three alternative rate 
scenarios which would reallocate those approved revenues. Therefore, this 
proceeding i s  limited to those rate design scenarios. 

FGB 2-4-1 3 (Ref 1-4-1 1 ) 

Question: Which is more important to consumers - rates or expenditures? 

Response: The Company continues to object to this request as it calls for speculation. 
The Company does not have any information with which to  respond to  this request. 

FGB 2-4-14 (Ref 1-4-12) 

Question: If EPCOR can provide a system for customer account information, why does 
EPCOR not provide a separate online, internet system for rates, income and costs? 

Response: Please see responses to FGB 1-4. 
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GENERAL OBJEC TIONS TO ALL D ATA REOUESTS 

1. EPCOR Water Arizona, Inc. (“EWAZ”) objects to each Request to the extent it seeks 
information subject to the attorney-client privilege, work product doctrine or any other 
privilege recognized by the State of Arizona. In responding to these Requests, EWAZ 
preserves all such privileges. 
2. EWAZ objects to each Request to the extent that it is  not reasonably calculated to lead 
to the discovery of admissible evidence. 
3. EWAZ objects to each Request to the extent it calls for speculation. 
4. EWAZ objects to each definition and/or instruction to the extent it purports to abrogate 
any of EWAZ’s rights, or adds to any of EWAZ’s obligations under, the Arizona Rules of Civil 
Procedure or the Commission’s Rules. 
5. EWAZ objects to each Request to the extent that it i s  overly broad, unduly burdensome 
and imposes any burden not expressly permitted under the Commission’s Rules or the 
Arizona Rules of Civil Procedure. 
6. EWAZ objects to each Request to the extent that the information requested constitutes 
“trade secrets” that are privileged under the Arizona Uniform Trade Secrets Act, 
Ariz. Rev. Stat. §44-401, et. seq. (2003). 
7. EWAZ objects to each Request to the extent it seeks information not within EWAZ’s 
possession, control, or custody and/or to the extent the Requests ask EWAZ to provide 
information that it does not maintain in the ordinary course of business. 
8. EWAZ objects to each Request to the extent it calls for a legal conclusion. 
9. EWAZ reserves the right to supplement or amend i t s  objections and responses as 
necessary. 



SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS 

Questions 3 to EPCOR from Fred Botha 

FGB 3-1-1 (Ref FGB 2-1-3) 

Q: How many categories and asset items does EPCOR use in EPCOR's Oracle system for 
the Agua Fria district? 

A: The Agua Fria Wastewater District uses 42 NARUC sewer categories. When asked for the 
number of asset items, the Company assumes the question refers to how many items are 
recorded in the Company's Oracle Fixed Asset (OFA) program within the NARUC sewer 
category. An asset item within a category can have 10 assets or 1,000 assets depending on 
what it is. 

FGB 3-1-2 (New question) 

Q: What is the current value of all plant asset items in the Agua Fria District? 

A: The Company uses US GAAP guidelines to capitalize its plant assets. Under US GAAP the 
historical cost of the plant asset is used as the value to capitalize the plant asset. The 
Company does not, under US GAAP guidelines, re-value the plant assets to establish a 
current value. The historical cost of the plant assets for the Agua Fria Wastewater district at 
December 31 , 2008 is $73.4 million. 

FGB 3-1-3 (New question) 

Q: If plant items cannot be identified at their Locations, how do EPCOR do an inventory check 
of plant items purchased and still in EPCOR's possession? 

A: In a wastewater treatment facility the plant assets are placed in service and are not 
inventoried to assure they are in EPCOR's possession. The majority of assets by their nature 
are connected to a system and are non-movable, they are stationary equipment or pipes that 
are monitored regularly for their continued operation. When the asset ceases to operate it is 
repaired or replaced and the non-operating asset is retired. 



FGB 3-1-4 (New question) 

Q: If plant items cannot be identified at their Locations, how are transactions to cover theft, 
damage, replacement processed? 

A: Typically wastewater treatment facility plant assets are not stolen or damaged, but upon 
the determination that the asset is not operating and needs to be replaced, the Company 
using group asset accounting, will identify the asset category and identify the asset to be 
retired. 

FGB 3-1-5 (New question) 

Q: How often do EPCOR's auditors do plant inventory counts to verify value of plant 
inventory? 

A: EPCORs auditors visit the plant facilities from time to time to verify the facility is in 
operation and generally all of the assets are in service. The auditors do not conduct counts of 
the plant assets or determine the value of the plant assets. 

FGB 3-1-6 (New question) 

Q: Under NARUC standards when EPCOR purchases a depreciable plant item, what are 
advantages of not recording it as a separate asset item in its own Location? 

A: Group asset accounting is the standard method in the utility industry and is advantageous 
due to the large number of plant assets. This method allows the recording of large numbers of 
similar type plant assets into one group, and allows a depreciation calculation using one rate 
for the entire group. 
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This rebuttal testimony focuses on five issues: 

1 - Epcor’s responsibility to provide complete, accurate, up-to-date information for this 
proceeding 

2 - Epcor’s estimate of 6 - 12 months to separate each community’s data from the 
combined data of the Agua Fria district 

3 - Epcor’s attempt to pass on to  consumers their own costs of $375,000 to separate each 
community’s data from the combined data of Agua Fria district 

4 - Epcor’s omission of significant hidden costs in full consolidation 

5 - ACC’s priorities in this proceeding 



1 - Epcor’s responsibility to provide complete, accurate, up-to-date information for this 
proceeding 

As pointed out by several expert witnesses and other intervenors, the following information 
i s  needed before any discussions can start or decisions can be reached on reviewing or 
changing wastewater rates: 

Easily accessible, audited information on current and historical rates, income and expenses 
in an online, internet system - similar to Epcor’s current billing and accounts receivable 
system 

Information on the current fair value of all property, including combined Agua Fria 
community data and Epcor’s Glendale investments 

Information for any previous, current or future period for any or all combinations of 
communities or districts 

Information on plant performance and efficiency 

Information on Epcor’s planned plant investments and expenses, not in dollars, but 
translated into forecasted rates in all communities and districts - not $9.3 million for Sun 
City, $4.9 million for Sun City West and $5.3 for Anthem. 

Information on typical ‘what if’ queries to make useful comparisons 

In response to my questions Sheryl Hubbard stresses Epcor’s high level of commitment to 
customer service and yet in her rebuttal testimony she does not give any priority to 
updating Epcor’s current rates, income and expenses information system at all. Also, she 
vigorously protests against any changes in rates to the Agua Fria district that would reduce 
Epcor’s revenue stream, yet she completely ignores the continuing high costs to consumers 
of Epcor’s delays in providing up-to-date information. 

In response to the urgency for up-to-date information, she cannot meet a deadline of June 
30, 2015 - 8 months from now - and instead extends dates to September 30, 2015, and 
September 30, 2016 for reviewing and changing rates. Is this a high level commitment to 
customer service? 

Both Arizona American Water and Epcor, after their purchase of Arizona American Water, 
could easily have installed rates, income and expense systems that are permanently 
up-to-date, similar to Epcor’s current billing and accounts receivable information system 
which i s  permanently up-to-date. 



With her extensive accounting and systems experience, has she and Shawn Bradford been 
aware of the significant advantages and availability of online, internet banking and retail 
systems, as many consumers are - systems that use identical hardware and software 
technology to Epcor’s? If so, why was priority given not to the rates, income and expenses 
system but to the billing and accounts receivable system instead? 

Expecting consumers to rely on the slow and cumbersome process of accessing documents 
at Epcor’s offices or scanned documents on ACC’s website are far from consumer service 
oriented. How well could Epcor’s staff manage using their own or ACC’s scanned 
documents? If Epcor staff need computer systems to  access up-to-date information rapidly, 
i s  it a surprise that consumers need the same facilities as well? 

The delays caused by Epcor not providing accurate, complete, up-to-date information are 
preventing this proceeding from starting and need to be addressed immediately. 

If such an information system had been set up when the Agua Fria district was set up, it 
would have saved consumers significant cost and time. 

High rates from duplicated plant facilities could have been foreseen before the different 
communities were grouped together into the Agua Fria district. 

High rates could also have been avoided for Agua Fria consumers and costs of the excess 
plant capacity installed in the North West Valley could have been fairly allocated. 

Costs of wastewater facilities between Sun City West and Corte Bella could have been 
allocated fairly. 

Any increase in rates in Corte Bella for the new borehole could have been presented to 
consumers before the borehole was drilled. 

In order to assist Epcor to meet their proclaimed high standards of customer service, please 
will Judge Nodes order Epcor to roll back their current water and wastewater rates for all 
consumers at this proceeding to the levels when they purchased Arizona American Water. 

Please will Judge Nodes also order Epcor to maintain these rates until Epcor’s implements 
an information system providing complete, accurate and up-to-date rates, income and 
expense information. 

As an additional incentive, please wiU Judge Nodes order Epcor to  refund to  consumers all 
charges made at the higher rates since their purchase of Arizona American Water. This will 
ensure that Epcor take as long as they need to implement a new system. 

Please will Judge Nodes provide full explanations of the decisions he takes. 



2 - Epcor’s estimate of 6 - 12 months to separate each community’s data from the 
combined data of the Agua Fria district 

Epcor has responded to three sets of questions from me on this topic but has presented no 
clear indication yet to support their estimate of 6 - 12 months to separate out each 
community’s data. 

Epcor has not provided any specific, detailed examples of how or why any current asset or 
liability in the combined data of the Agua Fria district cannot be converted easily and 
quickly into each community’s data. 

Instead Epcor has provided only vague comments about how difficult the separation and 
conversion process will be. 

One way to do the separation i s  to allocate each community’s data proportionally according 
to specific criteria acceptable to the ACC, such as annual consumption, current plant value, 
number of consumers or any combination of these or other measures. 

Against Epcor’s estimate, it may take as l itt le as a few minutes to completely separate and 
convert the Agua Fria district data into each community’s data, if appropriate allocation 
criteria are used. 

Please will Judge Nodes order Epcor to provide a description to show in  detail the steps 
required to  cdnvert several of the most complex assets and liabilities in the Agua Fria 
district data, using allocation criteria acceptable to the ACC. 

This will contribute to determining whether the complete process of separating out each 
community’s data can be done and how long it will take. 



- . ,  

3 - Epcor’s attempt to charge consumers for their own costs of $375,000 to separate each 
community’s data from the combined data of Agua Fria district 

Epcor estimates that it will cost $375,000.00 to separate each community’s consumer data 
from the combined data of the Agua Fria district. 

Epcor do not mention that they are willing to accept the costs of improving and updating 
their billing, accounts receivable and other information systems but refuse to accept the 
costs of improving and updating their rates and income and expense information systems. 

Also, Epcor do not mention that when they purchased Arizona American Water, they 
became legally responsible for Arizona American Water’s assets and liabilities, including 
their information systems - whether these meet their expectations or not. 

The responsibilities for improving and updating these systems and for the costs of 
separating each community’s data are Epcor’s and not the Agua Fria district’s. 

Please will Judge Nodes order Epcor to withdraw their proposed claim of $375,000.00 and 
to pay these costs themselves in order to update and improve their rates and income and 
expense systems with the data of each community - for exactly the same reasons they 
accept paying the costs to update and improve their other information systems, including 
their billing and accounts receivable systems. 



Consolidation does not automatically reduce total costs of water or wastewater or make 
their supply more efficient - all it does i s  spread total costs over the total number of 
consumers. It i s  understandable that some consumers will be elated if their wastewater 
rates are significantly reduced as a result of this proceeding, but we need to be aware of 
other dangers ahead. 

Just as important as consolidation in reducing rates are the effective design, location, use 
and management of the different plants and their raw materials. 

These factors can be tracked easily only by an effective online, internet computer system 
providing performance information on the different factors in wastewater management for 
Epcor, the ACC, RUCO and consumers to evaluate. 

Shawn Bradford of Epcor in his testimony on September 8, 2014, pointed out that 
communities do not have to be contiguous or next to each other to be grouped into the 
same district. This i s  misleading. To achieve economies of scale in plant location and size, 
it i s  vital to locate communities as close to each other as possible. The dangers of having 
separate plants for each community and combining communities that are not close to each 
other could not be clearer now than in the Agua Fria district - almost complete duplication 
of plant facilities with no economies of scale. 

Shawn Bradford, whose responsibility i s  Information Technology, also did not point out how 
important an effective online, internet system is  for Epcor, the ACC, RUCO and consumers 
in order to track the performance of each of the different factors that combine to provide 
high quality water and wastewater facilities. Without such an information system who 
knows which plants are performing well or not and what needs to be done to address poor 
performance issues at each plant? Full consolidation reduces total costs only if each plant 
i s  effectively managed and i t s  performance i s  easily and continuously tracked. 

Two of the most important factors in charging a fair system of rates are, first, districts of 
matching communities where economies of scale can be attained and, second, an online, 
internet system that provides permanent up-to-date information on the factors that track 
effective water and wastewater management and provide early warning signals of 
significant rate increases - in time for consumers to react. 

In her testimony on September 8, 2014, and in her responses to my questions, Sheryl L. 
Hubbard showed that she has extensive qualifications and experience in accounting systems 
and in the water and wastewater industry. Against this background, why does she refuse in 
her responses to my questions to speculate on the significant advantages of online, internet 
information systems for Epcor, ACC, RUCO and consumers, instead of supporting them? It 
does not make any business sense at all. 



5 - ACC’s priorities in this proceeding 

Full or partial consolidation on i t s  own is  not the complete solution to reducing Agua Fria’s 
or any other district’s rates. 

The focus of this proceeding i s  three sets of rates required by ACC from Epcor that cannot 
be produced completely or accurately until other closely associated issues are resolved 
first. Consequently, none of these following issues can be excluded from this proceeding. 

First, Epcor’s responsibility to provide complete, accurate, up-to-date information for this 
proceeding. 

Second, ACC’s responsibility to provide a fair system of setting up districts of communities 
with sufficient consumers to use the facilities and afford the rates. 

Third, ACC’s responsibility to provide a fair system of allocating unused plant capacity. 

Setting up rate affordable districts and allocating unused plant capacity are two root causes 
of Agua Fria’s high rates and need to be resolved before starting to review consolidation or 
deconsolidation. Both Dan L. Neidlinger and Kent Simer, expert witnesses, draw attention 
to these issues. 

Existing districts with long established water and wastewater systems are not the cause of 
Agua Fria’s high rates. Would it not have been more opportune for them to contribute 
through consolidation when Agua Fria was set up instead, although it might be prudent for 
them to look ahead now to the advantages of consolidation later on? 

Fourth, Epcor’s, ACC’s and RUCO’s responsibilities to provide early warnings of water or 
wastewater rates that are way above average before they come into effect - in terms of 
forecasted rates and not mere planned plant investments in dollars. 

To wait for consumers to petition against way above average rates contravenes Epcor’s, 
ACC’s and RUCO’s public mandates to protect consumers against unfair rates. 

Without addressing and resolving these four priorities first, any consolidation or 
deconsolidation wil l be based on incomplete and inaccurate information and will produce 
highly controversial, disputed and disruptive results, as i s  happening now. 

If Agua Fria district included communities with economies of scale and a fair allocation of 
unused Northwestern plant capacity, rates would be affordable and consolidation 
unnecessary. Sun City and Sun City West might not have to resort to taking further action. 
These issues will not go away unless they are addressed and resolved and the responses to 
my questions in this testimony shows how little we know about fair Agua Fria costs. 



Questions 1 from Fred Botha 
FGB 1-1 

Briefly, what i s  the background to the $23 m in refund payments that Arizona American 
Water may have wrongfully paid to a developer and wanted to include in Anthem’s water 
and wastewater base? 

FGB 1-2 

Has this claim been settled and who has paid the costs? 

FGB 1-3 

How have the costs been included in Epcor’s accounts for Anthem? 

FGB 1-4 

If no claim had ever been made and the Northwest Valley Treatmen plar 
constructed, what would Anthem’s water and wastewater rates be now? 

had not been 

FGB 1-5 

What were the initial costs of the Northwest Valley Treatment Plant and how much of these 
initial costs were allocated to each community at inception and subsequently? 

FGB 1-6 

What have been the subsequent costs of the Northwest Valley Treatment Plant and how 
much has been allocated to each community towards these costs? 

FGB 1-7 

If the Northwest Valley Treatment plant had not been constructed, what would Agua Fria’s 
water and wastewater rates be now? 

FGB 1-8 

What are the different methods of allocating costs of construction of a facility that i s  not 
fully utilised at inception? 

allocate total costs of construction at inception to all existing users? 
allocate utilised costs of construction at inception to all existing users and postpone 

residual costs to future users with owner of facility carrying the unutilised costs? 
other methods? 



n settled and who has paid the 





nse: See esses that issue. 
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ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
UTUITIES DIVISION STAFF’S RESPONSES TO 

FIRST SET OF DATA REQUESTS 
“FRED BOTHA” 

DOCKET NOS. W-01303A-09-0343 AND SW-01303A-09-0343 

cker, Executive Cons 



- Allocate total costs of constru 

E: 



Verrado Community Association, Inc,'s Response to Botha First Set of Data Requests 
Company: Docket No. : Epcor Water Arizona, Inc. 
W-013034-09-0343; SW-013034-09-0343 

Response provided by: Michele Van Quathem, Attorney for Verrado Community 
Association, Inc. 

Briefly, what i s  the background to the $23 m in refund payments that Arizona American 
Water may have wrongfully paid to a developer and wanted to include in Anthem's water 
and wastewater base? 

Verrado Response to FGB 1 - 1 : 

Objection and Response: Verrado Community Association, Inc. was not a party to the 
referenced transaction and has no information regarding this topic other than access to tie 
same information that i s  available to the public through the Arizona Corporation 
Commission's records. 

FGB 1-2: 

Has this claim been settled and who has paid the costs? 

Verrado Response to FGB 1-2 

Objection and Response: Verrado Community Association, lnc. was not a party to the 
referenced transaction and has no information regarding this topic other than the same 
access to information that i s  available to the public through the Arizona Corporation 
Commission's records. 

FGB 1-3: 

How have the costs been included in Epcor's accounts for Anthem? 

Verrado Response to FGB 1-3: 

Objection. 

This question requests Epcor's accounting ,,\formation and should be directed to Epcor. 

t 



, * * I .  - 

FGB 1-4: 

If no claim had ever been made and the Northwest Valley Treatment plant had not 
been constructed, what would Anthem's water and wastewater rates be now? 

Verrado Response to FGB 1-4: 

Objection. This question calls for speculation. To the extent the question requests Epcor's 
accounting information, the question should be directed to Epcor. 

FGB 1-5: 

What were the initial costs of the Northwest Valley Treatment Plant and how much of 
these initial costs were allocated to each community at inception and subsequently? 

Verrado Response to FGB 1-5: 

Objection. This question requests Epcor's cost and accounting information and should be 
directed to Epcor. 

FGB 1-6: 

What have been the subsequent costs of the Northwest Valley Treatment Plant and 
how much has been allocated to each community towards these costs? 

Verrado Response to 1-6: 

Objection. This question requests Epcor's cost and accounting information and should be 
directed to Epcor. 

FGB 1-7 : If the Northwest Valley Treatmart plant had not been constructed what would 
Anthern's water and wastewater rates be now? 

Verrado Response to FGB 1-7: 

Objection. This question calls for speculation. To the extent this question requests Epcof's 
accounting information, it should be directed to Epcor. 



* -  

FGB 1-8: 

What are the different methods of allocating costs of construction of a facility that i s  
not fully utilised at inception? 

- Allocate total costs of construction at inception to all existing users? 
- Allocated utilized costs of construction at incqtion to all existing users and posbone 
residual costs to futuje users with owner of facility 
- Other methods? 

Verrado Response to FGB 1-8: 

Objection. This question appears to call for a new expert opinion outside the scope of the 
current proceeding, and does not seek information in Verrado's possession. To the exterit 
this question relates to the policy opinions regarding rate desigrr already offered by Mr. 
Simer in his Direct Testimony on behalf of Verrado Community Association, Inc., Mr. Simer 
will be made available for cross-examination at the hearing in this matter. 
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OF ARIZONA-AMERICAN WATER 

CORPORATION, FOR A DETERMINA- 

DOCKET NO. W-01303A-09-0343 

R E C E I V E D  
OCT 06  2014 

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
HEARING DIVISION 

DOCKET NO. SW-01303A-09-0343 

NOTICE OF FILING TESTIMONY OF 
GEORGE TURNER ON BEHALF OF 
RUSSELL RANCH HOMEOWNERS' 

ASSOCIATION, INC. 

In accordance with the Procedural Order issued August 18, 2014 (as amended 

August 19, 2014), notice is hereby given that intervenor Russell Ranch Homeowners' 

Association, Inc., has filed this day the attached Direct Testimony of George Turner. 
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 6* day of October, 2014. 

BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK LLP 

Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
Attorneys for Russell Ranch Homeowners' 
Association, Inc. 

ORIGINAL and thirteen (1 3) copies of the 
foregoing filed this 6*day of October, 2014, with: 

Docket Control 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

COPY of the foregoing hand-delivered 
this 6* day of October, 2014, to: 

Lyn Farmer, Chief Administrative Law Judge 
Hearing Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Steve Olea, Director 
Utilities Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Janice M. Alward, Chief Counsel 
Legal Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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COPY of the foregoing sent via mail and/or 
e-mail this 6th day of October, 2014, to: 

Thomas Campbell, Esq. 
Michael Hallam, Esq. 
LEWIS ROCA ROTHGERBER, LLP 
201 East Washington Street, Suite 1200 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Daniel Pozefsky, Chief Counsel 
RESIDENTIAL UTILITY CONSUMER OFFICE 
11 10 West Washington Street, Suite 220 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
DPozefskv@azruco. gov 

Judith M. Dworkin, Esq. 
Roxann S. Gallagher, Esq. 
SACKS TIERNEY PA 
4250 W. Drinkwater Blvd., 4th Floor 
Scottsdale, Arizona 8525 1-3693 

Lawrence V. Robertson, Jr. 
MUNGER CHADWICK 
P.O. Box 1448 
Tubac, Arizona 85646-1448 
tubaclawver@,aol.com 

Greg Patterson, Esq. 
916 W. Adams, Suite 3 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
Gpatterson3 @,cox.net 

Bradley J. Herrema, Esq. 
BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK LLP 
21 E. Carrillo Street 
Santa Barbara, California 93 101 
BHerrema@,bhfs.com - 

Norman D. James, Esq. 
niames@,fclaw.com 
Jay L. Shapiro, Esq. 
j shapiro@,fclaw.com 
Patrick Black, Esq. 
pblack@fclaw.com 
FENNEMORE CRAIG 
2394 E. Camelback Road, Suite 600 
Phoenix, Arizona 85016 
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DOCKET NO. SW-01303A-09-0343 

NOTICE OF FILING SURREBUTTAL 
TESTIMONY OF GEORGE TURNER 
ON BEHALF OF RUSSELL RANCH 

HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION, INC. 

In accordance with the Procedural Order issued August 18, 2014 (as amended 

August 19, 2014), notice is hereby given that intervenor Russell Ranch Homeowners' 

Association, Inc., has filed this day the attached Surrebuttal Testimony of George Turner. 
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 4* day of November, 2014. 

BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK LLP 
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Attorneys for Russell Ranch Homeowners' 
Association, Inc. 
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Steve Olea, Director 
Utilities Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 West Washington Street 
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Surrebuttal Testimony of George Turner 
Dockets Nos. W-0 1303A-09-0343 and WS-0 1303A-09-0343 

RUSSELL RANCH HOMEOWNERS’ ASSOCIATION, INC. 

Q* 
A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q* 
A. 

Surrebuttal Testimony of George Turner 

November 4,2014 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS. 

My name is George Turner. My address is 18049 W. Georgia Court, Litchfield 

Park, Arizona 85340. 

ARE YOU THE SAME GEORGE TURNER WHO PROVIDED PRE- 

FILED DIRECT TESTIMONY IN THIS DOCKET DATED OCTOBER 6, 

2014? 

Yes. 

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY? 

The purpose of this surrebuttal testimony is to reiterate the Russell Ranch 

Homeowners’ Association, Inc.’s strong support of the proposal by EPCOR Water 

Arizona, Inc. (“EPCOR” or the “Company”) to fully consolidate its five 

wastewater districts for rate-making purposes as described in the pre-filed Direct 

Testimony of Shawn Bradford dated September 8, 2014, as supplemented by Mr. 

Bradford’s Rebuttal Testimony dated October 20, 2014, and the pre-filed Direct 

Testimony of Sheryl L. Hubbard dated September 8, 2014, as supplemented by 

Ms. Hubbard’s Rebuttal Testimony dated October 20, 2014. Alternatively, if the 

Arizona Corporation Commission (“Commission”) elects not to move forward 

with full consolidation of the five wastewater districts, then the Russell Ranch 

Homeowners’ Association Inc., requests that the Commission fully deconsolidate 

EPCORs Agua Fria Wastewater District. 

- 1 -  
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Q* 

A. 

Q* 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 
A. 

HAVE YOU REVIEWED THE PRE-FILED TESTIMONY OF THE 

VARIOUS PARTIES FILED IN THIS DOCKET ON OCTOBER 6,17 ,20  

AND 31,2014, AND NOVEMBER 3,2014? 

Yes. 

IS THERE ANYTHING IN ANY OF THE PRE-FILED TESTIMONY 

WHICH CAUSES YOU TO MODIFY ANY OF THE POSITIONS OR 

STATEMENTS CONTAINED IN YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY DATED 

OCTOBER 6,2014? 

No. Full consolidation provides the best solution to address the legitimate and 

serious concerns that have been raised by thousands of EPCOR customers in this 

proceeding. Going forward, all of the Company’s customers will benefit from 

consolidation through rates that are more stable and predictable, lower regulatory 

expenses, and improved operating efficiencies. I recognize the complexity of the 

issues in this case and the fact that no solution is ever perfect. However, the 

French writer Voltaire famously cautioned against allowing “the perfect to 

become the enemy of the good.” Full consolidation represents a fair and equitaw 

solution-and the best solution under the totality of the circumstances. Thus, the 

Russell Ranch Homeowners’ Association, Inc., urges the Commission to approve 

full consolidation as proposed by EPCOR. 

DOES THE FACT THAT YOU HAVE NOT ADDRESSED SPECIFIC 

STATEMENTS IN THE PRE-FILED TESTIMONY OF THE PARTIES IN 

THIS CASE MEAN THAT YOU AGREE WITH SUCH STATEMENTS? 

No. The fact that I have not addressed specific statements contained in the 

prefiled testimony of the parties in this docket does not mean that I accept that 

testimony in whole or in part, or that I have waived my objections to any 

statements contained in the testimony. 

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

Yes. 

- 2 -  
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NOTICE OF FILING 

SUR-REBUTTAh TESTIMONY 

The undersigned, W.R. Hansen, President of Property Owners & 

Residents Assoc,and a petitioner in these proceedings hereby 

attaches sur-rebuttal testimony dated November 4,2014. 

Respectfully Submitted this 4th. day of November 2014 

Pres. of Property Owners & Residents Assoc. 



c 

t 

I f  

1‘ 

1 :  

1: 

1 L  

I! 

S f  

17 

1 8  

1s 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DOCKET NO. W-O1303A-09-0343 ET AL. 
I 

It is extremly disconserting to note the number of times in which 
EPCOR has been non-responsive to inquiries of the Commission staff. 

Below I enumerate at least 9 instances in which pertinent data was 

requested by staff and seemingly ignored, according to this record. 

Which begs the question, how can you expect the Commissioners to 

make an informed decision when they are being denied access to 

relevant testimony. 

In Staff Testimony, I offer the following examples of information 

requests being ignored: 

# 1. P. 4, line 7-8. EPCOR’S claim of reduced Administrative & 

Regulatory Expense have not been.quantified. Yet that expression 

is the main banner for EPCOR advancing the Consolidation plan. 

# 2 P. 7, lines 19-25 Acknowledging that rates might be more 

predicatable ( though no body of evidence is advanced) disadvantages, 

such as the 89% increase for Sun City while 3 other districts would 

garner reductions ranging form 39% to 68% is left factually unexplair 

ed/ignored though it poses a serious flaw in the plan. 

# 3 P. 8 ,  lines 1-3 Coversely, EPCORS failed EO quantify for Sun 
City the net benefit ( or detriment) as a result of a consolidated 

district . 
# 4 P. 9/10,lines 5-26 & 1 - 8 By mitigating a flat rate rate 

design with no consideration for meter size or volumes, will extreme- 

ly i3BaCt bills...thus customers with smaller meters will get larger 

increases, while customers with larger meters will get larger de- 
creases. THUS, YOU ARE TRIGGERING A CONDITION UNDER WHICH YOU WILL 

BE REFLECING AN INCREASING GAP BETWEEN THE “COST CAUSER & COST RBYORS 

in a consolidated proposal. To ignore such damage is advancing 

considerable peril. 

-1 - 
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#5,P.14,LO 9-12, Staff's request for a summary of shifts by system 
of revenue stream not answered. This is CORE data and for it 

to be ignored by EPCOR is unconscionable 

# 6 P '15.L. 16-19 Did EPCOR provide estimates of cost to de- 

consolidate all systems, only Agua Fria. 

# 7 P 1 6 ,  L 19-26 Did Did staff obtain data regarding the 

impact on Russell Ranch and pending improvements need there? 

Unfortunately, the data was not available prior to filing of 

direct testimony, nor are the speciifics on its possible affiliation 

with the newly formed NW. Reclaimation District. 

# l7 Lines 12-13 Large investments needed in Mohave, 
to produce effluent for the golf course,..and accordingly Staff 

requested additional information, but to no avail. Thus they 

unable to make a recommendation, Yet Mohave would contribute only 2P 

# 9 p/ 19 Lines Did EPCOR provide a cost benefit analysis for iLs 

proposal of consolidation. The Company does not provide, nor 

quantify the benefits or costs attached to any of the options, 

All of these gapping holes in pertinent data & evidence is more 
than alarming. It is proof positive that there is not sufficent 

data or evidence to approve this radical proposal and the better 

part of wisdom would be to reject it soon, postpone rate changes 

for Agua Fria & Anthem, develope an in-depth analysis of the 

Agua Fria high rate problem. 

This contention is further supported ]cry RUCO's notation that-the 

2008 revenue data is stale, with gross income increasing by over 
$7 Million since that time, and customer numbers swelling by 2,500. 
See RUCO Testimony, Page 7, lines 18-20. 
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Re: Statements from Corte Bella Country Club submitted by Doug Edwards 

It is extremely disappointing that a party to this legal action would 

engage in personal attacks of challenging the integrity of the party 

to whom they are addressing their sur-rebbutal. On several occasions, 

the author injected terms that specifically attacked the integrity of 

my direct testimony, rather than expressing a contrary point of view. 

These proceeding are not a political campaign, rather a highly respect- 

ed Administrative Law Proceedings. 

Further, in my presentations on the Consolidation issue, I've always 

advocated- and continue to do so, that Corte Bella & the Agua Fria 

District are deserving of a comprehensive analysis of their high rates. 

The mailing address dilemma offered an opportunity to provide more 

sunshine ( contary to your assertion of "shading the facts,") to folks 

unfamiliar with this unique situation so a fair assessment of the 

number of signatories could be ascertained. I imposed no fault for 

the predicament on the members of the Corte Bella Country Club,instead 

stated it was in accord with U . S .  Postal regulations, but confusing. 

Likewise, to suggest that a proposal that imposes a nearly $5 M. 

annual rate increase on 2 communities while it proffers rate reduct- 

tions ( ranging from aprox. 39% to 68%) is not discriminatory strikes 

one as a highly speculative conclusion. 

-3-  



Sun City’s Advocate 
Since 1963 

DIRECI’ TESTIMONY 
OF 

GREG EISERT 
ON BEHALF OF 

SUN CITY HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
September 30,2014 

Greg Eisert testifies that: 

I am appearing on behalf of the Sun City Home Owners Association (SCHOA). SCHOA has 
intervened in this proceeding on behalf of Sun City wastewater users that are customers of 
EPCOR Water Arizona, Inc. (EPCOR). The purpose of my testimony is to address our 
disagreement with EPCOR’s position regarding full consolidation of its wastewater systems as 
expressed by EPCOR’s representative Shawn Bradford in testimony taken and dated 8 
September 2014. 

EPCOR supports full consolidation of its Arizona wastewater districts. By doing so, the 
company recommends numerous core rate adjustments ranging from an overall average 
increase of 89% to the citizens of the Sun City District to a decrease of 60%+ to the citizens of 
the Agua Fria District. In its testimony, EPCOR ponders the reasonableness of long-term full 
consolidation, but trivializes the proof in the number of calculations to get there. If one 
diligently studies the data offered as evidence for both the alternatives, as well as the support 
for full consolidation, I believe they will agree, there is no solid evidence leading to any 
change regarding the initial decision of the Commission made in 2012 not to fully consolidate. 

To penalize the Sun City Ratepayers (45%+ of the EPCOR ratepayer base) to the tune of 89%, 
to subsidize the shortcomings and poor planning of others is unconscionable. The numbers 
simply do not add up now any more than they did in 2012. There are approximately 28,000 
Sun City District users of the EPCOR wastewater system. EPCOR lists 22,116 customers 
which is misleading as there are 6,000+ condominium users in Sun City which are 
consolidated under each Association thus the lower number listed as customers. The listing 
of the lower number depicts a lesser negative impact for the Sun City 

City of Volunteers 
10401 W. Coggins Drive, Sun City, AZ 85351 0 Telephone: 623.974.4718 0 Fax: 623.977.7095 

www.suncityhoa.org 
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District ratepayers which is actually not accurate. EPCOR forecasts additional capital 
improvement costs of $9.3M over the next five (5) years for Sun City District Ratepayers. At 
the proposed consolidation rate over a five-year period, EPCOR would collect an additional 
$27M to cover the projected $9.3M expenditure/cost increase. If one were to forecast 
another $12M in capital cost expenditures over the next five years, the same increase would 
again produce $27M to cover the $12M projection. Therefore, over a ten-year period, given 
the noted projections, it would cost Sun City Ratepayers an additional $32.7M beyond the 
projected capital cost improvements due to full consolidation - Unconscionable! 

The Sun City Wastewater District is serviced by the City of Tolleson treatment plant. 
Youngtown is also part of this district and uses the Tolleson facility. EPCOR is responsible for 
the transmission capital improvement costs and pays a contracted fee to the City of Tolleson 
for wastewater treatment. Sun City/Youngtown has not experienced growth since the mid 
‘80s as housing is finite. Its wastewater usage is noted at 5.2MGPD (million gallons per day). 
The Tolleson plant currently has excess capacity of 9.4MGPD. We understand the Tolleson 
facility offers cost advantages over current EPCOR facilities with the capacity to assist 
troubled communities with cost issues. All other districts are currently serviced by EPCOR 
owned facilities. EPCOR did not offer any justifiable proof to offset Sun City’s position, as 
well as the Commission’s current 2012 ruling, against full consolidation. 

The northeast section of the Agua Fria Wastewater District consisting of the planned 
communities of Corte Bella, Crossriver, Rancho Silverado, Rio Sierra, Dos Rios, Rancho 
Cabrillo and Coldwater Ranch along with the Sun City West District 4 are serviced by 
EPCOR’s N W  Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility located in the Northern section of 
Sun City. The southern section of the Agua Fria Wastewater District consisting of the 
planned communities of Russell Ranch and Verrado are serviced by independent facilities 
owned and operated by EPCOR. The transmission costs as well as plants are operated by 
EPCOR and we agree they operate on a common process. However, it may be interesting to 
consider what the Tolleson facility could offer Russell Ranch and Verrado. The evidence 
submitted by EPCOR still offers zero logic for full consolidation of all districts, particularly 
that of Sun City. 

I 

Further, on March 13, 2014 and April IO, 2014 (Docket Dates), the Arizona Corporation 
Commission (ACC) received petitions from the communities of Corte Bella, Cross River, Dos 
Rios and Coldwater Ranch requesting remedy for their exorbitant high wastewater rates. The 
consolidated signatory count was approximately 3,400. The petitions clearly listed the 
signatory remedy expectations. In no case, was there mention nor expectation thereof for 
“full consolidation’’ of the EPCOR wastewater districts nor any mention of any action relating 
to the Sun City wastewater district. 

There was no complaint or mention of “full consolidation” until mentioned on page 6,  item 
(3), contained in ACC’s Staff recommendation document dated July 8,2014. 

~ 
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*The matter of “full consolidation’’ of EPCOR water/wastewater districts was ruled not in the 
best interest of the public in 2012. It is improper to be discussing and/or voting to overturn a 
previous decision without a full-rate case and should be removed from the current 
proceedings. 

The Anthem and Mohave Districts are so far from adding value to the concept of full 
consolidation we have no further comment at this time. 

Through the implementation of EPCOR’s acquisition for growth policy, they have either 
purchased competitors outright or obtained territory extensions regarding some of the more 
contentious areas exhibiting exorbitantly high rates. Although, not necessarily the fault of 
EPCOR for such rate situations, it is certainly not in the best interest of the Sun City 

Ratepayers to be required to subsidize such unfortunate situations. As noted in our 
Summary, the numbers exacerbate the poor reasoning of full consolidation for the Sun City 
District Ratepayers. 

All the nice words mentioned within the EPCOR Testimony, “In the long run, wastewater 
customers will benefit from predictable, uniform rate structures, reduced regulatory expenses 
and increased efficiencies” sound good, but are likely to come up way short of actual. Further, 
given the likelihood of EPCOR’s trend of growth through acquisition may prove detrimental 
to a consolidated customer base under the regulated umbrella. There is a long history of poor 
outcomes via acquiring companies to successfully consolidate operations, cost structures, etc. 
Under a scenario not necessarily tied to competitive forces, operational prowess and 
accountability, the ratepayer likely comes out on the short end. If you don’t believe this, ask 
the ratepayers screaming about their crazy high costs of service. 

It seems we are also dealing with an outdated clause in our State Constitution that restricts 
our Commissioners from delivering viable alternative solutions for the issues we are currently 
presented with. I would challenge our Commissioners, Legislators and Utility Executives to 
develop a State Constitutional Amendment for voter approval. 

In the meantime, it is SCHOA’s opinion that given the facts as have been thoroughly 
examined, debated and decided upon in 2012, by stakeholders and the Commission; that full 
consolidation of the EPCOR wastewater districts remains an unsuitable solution and should 
be removed from the curreqproceedings. 

Respectiyely submj 

Associatibn 
Affairs 
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State of Arizona, County of Maricopa 

before me personally 
e identity was proven 

ence to be. the person who 
he or she claims to be, and acknowledged that he or she claims 
to be, and acknowledged that he or she signed the &ve/atWhed 
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RECEIVED 
OCT 1 7 2014 

ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
HEARING OIVISION 

REBU'l7'A.L TESTIMONY 
OF 

GREG EISERT 
ON BEHALF OF 

SUN CITY HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
October 17,2014 

Greg Eisert testifies that: 

I am appearing on behalf of the Sun City Home Owners Association (SCHOA). SCHOA has 
intervened in this proceeding on behalf of Sun City wastewater users that are customers of 
EPCOR Water Arizona, Inc. (EPCOR). The purpose of my testimony is to address our 
position regarding full consolidation of EPCOR's Wastewater Districts relating to various 
testimony submitted to the Arizona Corporation Commission between the dates of October 3, 
2014 and October 6,2014. 

Small water/wastewater systems have long troubled our Arizona Commissioners. Many of 
the commission-regulated water/wastewater systems are small in size, which poses certain 
public policy problems. Particularly problematic are the very small systems that were the 
product of unchecked real estate development and lax local and area zoning policies. Many of 
these systems are geographically isolated, which often precludes interconnection with another 
system. Lacking economies of scale, smaller water systems typically must charge a much 
higher rate for service than larger systems. Higher rates make water/wastewater service less 
affordable for customers of smaller water systems. 

Historical pricing behaviors with cost-of-service principles enhancing allocative efficiency: 
customers of systems with higher costs pay higher rates and customers of systems with lower 
costs pay lower rates. The degree of subsidy or inefficiency introduced with single-tariff 
pricing, depends in part on the differential in costs among systems. A small differential with 
a minimal rate impact will be less controversial than a large differential with a substantial 
rate impact. In this case, it is apparent that the extent of cost averaging through single-tariff 
pricing would constitute an inappropriate level of subsidy, undue price discrimination, or 
more generally, an abuse of monopoly power. Particularly, given the numbers offered by 
EPCOR as noted in this writer's Direct Testimony dated September 30, 2014, the Sun City 
ratepayers would forever be subsidizing the smaller user base district ratepayers. 
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Tariff consolidation pricing contradicts fundamental regulatory principles and conventions, 
as well as undermines the commission’s oversight responsibility: Tariff consolidation, 
sometimes called Single Tariff Pricing (STP), breaks the connection between costs and rates. 
It is a fundamental tenet of utility ratemaking policy that the cost causer should also be the 
cost payer. STP runs counter to this principle. Under a STP scheme, customers who receive 
no service from the core system would receive a considerable subsidy. Likewise, customers 
who do not impose a load on the noncore systems would be forced to pay a portion of the cost 
of providing that service indefinitely. A customer located in the core system would be 
encouraged to conserve water to an excessive degree. Conversely, a noncore customer would 
bear a smaller economic penalty for using more water than necessary. 

The primary disadvantages of single-tariff pricing are that it appears to undermine economic 
efficiency, distort price signals to customers, and manifest an inconsistency with traditional 
cost-of-service principles. Although subsidies through some societal policy instruments 
(namely, taxes) are widely accepted, subsidies through utility rates generally are not. STP is 
merely a means of subsidizing high-cost users at the expense of low-cost users. Single-tariff 
pricing could provide EPCOR with incentives to overinvest in individual systems, 
disincentives for cost control, and a competitive advantage in the course of acquisitions. 

Arguments Against 
Single-Tariff Pricing 

4 Conflicts with cost-of-service principles 
sdc Provides subsidies to high-cost customers 

Not acceptable to all affected customers 
Considered inappropriate without physical interconnection 
Distorts price signals to customers 
Fails to account for variations in customer contributions 
Justification has not been adequate 
Discourages efficient water use and conservation 
Undermines economic efficiency 

Importantly, single-tariff pricing is a pricing strategy, not a costing strategy. By itself, single 
tariff pricing may not provide significant economies of scale because only the costs associated 
with the pricing process itself (including analytical, administrative, and regulatory costs) can 
be considered. Larger utilities such as EPCOR view consolidated rates as an incentive to 
engage in acquisitions. 
EPCOR eludes to the notion that if rates were to be consolidated, there would be no reason to 
maintain separate books and records for each of the districts - administrative cost savings. 
However, this loss of operating and financial data would destroy the ability to evaluate the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the Company’s operation of the districts. As a result, the 
Commission would lose its ability to exercise regulatory oversight and control as it pertains to 
the districts. 

Further, there were numerous notable items that came to light from various testimonies 
docketed from 10/3/2014 - 10/6/2014. 
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Testimony from two paid professional consultants: Neiderlinger/Anthem; 
Simerperrado. Both agreed that a viable alternative to full consolidation was 
“reconsolidation”. 
On the one hand, testimony was given complaining of an earlier settlement to 
“deconsolidate” due to “forced subsidies”. Yet a few years later in favor of “full 
consolidation” which would impose “forced subsidies” on the ratepayers of another 
district. (Select Convenience) 
Full Consolidation is more beneficial “over the long haul”. Nice words but the 
numbers given by EPCOR do not support that theory. The numbers simply do not add 
up now, any more than they did in 2012. There are approximately 28,000 Sun City 
District users of the EPCOR wastewater system. EPCOR lists 22,116 customers which 
is misleading as there are 6,000+ condominium users in Sun City which are 
consolidated under each Association thus the lower number listed as customers. The 
listing of the lower number depicts a lesser negative impact for the Sun City District 
ratepayers which is actually not accurate. EPCOR forecasts additional capital 
improvement costs of $9.3M over the next five (5) years for Sun City District 
Ratepayers, At the proposed consolidation rate over a five year period, EPCOR would 
collect an additional $27M to cover the projected $9.3M expenditure/cost increase. If 
one were to forecast another $12M in capital cost expenditures over the next five years 
the same increase would again produce $27M to cover the $12M projection. 
Therefore, over a ten year period, given the noted projections, it would cost Sun City 
Ratepayers an additional $32.7M beyond the projected capital cost improvements due 
to full consolidation. Based on these projections “the long haul” is closer to infinity. 

4 Argument for a methodology shift from “cost causer” to “gradualism” & consolidation 
pricing base. Pricing and structural changes must be properly vetted. The theory nor 
the numbers provided thus far even come close to proving, let along suggesting the 
viability of such a shift. Sounds like a call for a full rate case. 
The term “discrimination” was mentioned. Discrimination is accepted in the rate 

Discrimination is both unintentional and purposeful. It is unintentional in that some 
discrimination results from the efforts of utilities and commissions to simplify the rate 

purposeful in that discrimination may be the only way in which service can be provided 
to some customers. 

~ 

~ 

I structures of public utilities, but such discrimination must be “just and reasonable.” 

structures by grouping customers into a limited number of classifications. It is I 

The Sun City Wastewater District is unique from all the other EPCOR districts in that its 
wastewater is serviced by the independent entity “City of Tolleson” wastewater treatment 
facility. EPCOR is responsible for the transmission lines to the Tolleson facility and pays a 
contracted fee to the City of Tolleson for wastewater treatment. The notion that there is no 
difference in wastewater service across districts thus the current rate structure is overly 
discriminatory simply is not true. The Commission in its previous decisions not to allow full 
consolidation was not only well within its authority but also correct in its determinations. 

The Sun City Home Owners Association (SCHOA) agrees with the testimony of the Arizona 
Corporation Commission (ACC) Staff that “the Company’s proposal will result in extreme and 
unprecedented rate shock to certain customers. Further, the Company’s proposal would 
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result in significant revenue shifts among systems, and the Company has not quantified the 
costs or benefits of its proposal". Full consolidation of EPCOR's districts would certainly 
impose an undue hardship on the ratepayers within the Sun City District. 

SCHOA further agrees with the testimony of both RUCO & the ACC Staff relating to 
significant short and long term inequities among and within districts, a lack of an appropriate 
cost/benefit analysis provided by the Company and a lack of justification by the company on a 
number of proposals. 

Again, it is SCHOA's position that given the facts as have been presented in recent testimony, 
along with previous thoroughly vetted determinations by the Commission, that full 
consolidation of the EPCOR wastewater districts remains an unsuitable solution and should 
be removed from the current proceedings. 

Furthermore, copies of the attached list have also been mailed to the current Service List as 
noted on the ACC website as attached. 

Chairman Government Affairs 
Sun City Homeowners Association 

CC: Arizona Corporation Commission (13 copies) 
EPCOR Water Arizona, Inc. 
c/o Thomas H. Campbell, Attorney for EPCOR Water Arizona, Inc. 
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Greg Eisert testifies that: 

s Wastewater Districts 

the Company position for ”fdl 
on the premise that “Customers 

ponent of rate design. Thus, it is best to go to 

Another item worth noting was the statement by EPCOR that “any customer that has 
unique characteristics can still have a rate tailored to those characteristics even with 
consolidated pricing.” Of course, there is no doubt this is possible, but what happened 
to the premise of “Customer Confusion?” Before we have a determination, EPCOR is 
already opening the door to possible exceptions. More proof attesting to a continued 
“no change” policy regarding “full district consolidation.” 
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’ This writer stands behind the assertions put forward in SCHOA’s Direct and Rebuttal 
Testimonies as Docketed. The data offered as evidence by this writer still stands 
unrefuted by EPCOR or any other intervener in this case. 

It is critical to again note that in this case it is apparent that the extent of cost averaging 
through single-tariff pricing (full consolidation) would constitute an inappropriate level 
of subsidy, undue price discrimination, or more generally, an abuse of monopoly power. 
Particularly, given the numbers offered by EPCOR as noted in this writer’s Direct and 
Rebuttal Testimony, the Sun City ratepayers would forever be subsidizing the smaller 
user-base district ratepayers. 

runs counter to this principle. Importantly, 
a costing strategy. 

So there is no mi 
EPCOR SunC 

wastewater plant facil 

Sun City Homeowners Association 
Director, Chairman Government Affairs 

CC: Thirteen copies hand delivered per ACC request. 
Copies have be emailed to attached service provider list 11/03/14 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
EPCOR WATER ARIZONA, INC. 

DOCKETS NOS. SW-01303A-09-0343 & W-01303A-09-0343 

On September 8,2014, Epcor Water Arizona, Inc. rEWAZ” or “Company’? fded testimony in 
support of statewide consolidation of its five wastewater districts: Sun City, Sun City West, 
Anthem, Agua Fria and Mohave, Mohave wastewater is also the subject of a pending rate case 
in Docket No. WS-01303A-14-0010. 

In its Fing, the Company proposes to implement flat rates, which vary only from class to class. 
All customers of the same class (i.e. residential) would pay the same without consideration to the 
size of the water meter or volumetric considerations. Accordingly, the Company’s proposal will 
result in extreme and unprecedented rate shock to certain customers. Further, the Company’s 
proposal would result in significant revenue shifts among systems, and the Company has not 
quantified the costs or benefits of its proposal. 

Staff recommends that instead of full statewide rate consolidation, full deconsolidation of rates, 
or reconsolidation of Anthem/Agua Fria rates at this time: 

1. The Company file a full rate case for all its wastewater and water systems no later than 
July 1, 2015, with a test year ending December 31, 2014. In that filing, the Company 
should propose both a fully consolidated statewide rate design and a fully deconsolidated 
rate design including the costs and benefits of each. Both rate designs should have a 
three year phase-in. 

2. The third step of the phase in for the Agua Fria and Anthem divisions should not be 
implemented in February 2015. These rates should be designated as interim, which 
would be subject to true up in the Company’s next rate case. 

3. In the event the Commission elects to change rates in this proceeding, the new rates 
should be established as interim rates, which will be subject to true-up in the Company’s 
next rate case. 

The above and other concerns are discussed more fully in the attached report. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Q. 
A. 

Q. 
A. 

Q. 
A. 

Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 

My name is Gerald Becker. I am an Executive Consultant I11 employed by the Arizona 

Corporation Commission (Tommission”) in the Utilities Division (“Staff 3. My business 

address is 1200 West Washington Street, Phoenix, Arizona 85007. 

Briefly describe your responsibilities as an Executive Consultant 111. 

I am responsible for the examination and verification of financial and statistical information 

included in utility rate applications. In addition, I develop revenue requirements, and prepare 

written reports, testimonies, and schedules that include Staff recommendations to the 

Commission. I am also responsible for testifymg at formal hearings on these matters. 

Please describe your educational background and professional experience. 

I received a Masters of Business Administration with an emphasis in Accounting from Pace 

University. I am a Certified Public Accountant and a Certified Internal Auditor. 

I have participated in multiple rate, financing and other regulatory proceedings. I attended 

the National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (“NARUC”) Utilities Rate 

School. 

I began employment with the Commission as a utilities regulatory analyst in April 2006. Prior 

to joining the Commission, I worked as an Auditor at the Department of Economic Security 

and Department of Revenue in the Taxpayer Assistance Section. Prior to those jobs, I 

worked for 15 years as an Auditor, Analyst, Financial Analyst, and Budget Manager at United 

Illuminating, an investor-owned electric company in New Haven, CT. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 
9 

1c 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1: 

1f 

1; 

I t  

15 

2( 

21 

2: 

2: 

Direct Testimony of Gerald Becker 
Docket Nos. SW-01303A-09-0343 & W-0 
Page 2 

Q- 
A. 

Q- 

A. 

303A-09-0343 

What is the scope of your testimony in this case? 

In response to numerous customer complaints regarding the rates and charges from the 

Epcor Water Arizona, Inc. (“EWAZ’ or “Company”) Agua Fria District, the Commissiofi in 

Decision No. 74558, ordered the Company to make a filing on or before August 8,2014, that 

responded to the customers’ issues and set forth various rate design options, such as 

consolidation of its wastewater districts, to address customer complaints. The Company’s 

was required to discuss the potential timing of an option’s implementation and to address 

possible phase in and whether to limit any inquiry to an examination of the design of its 

wastewater rates. 

Decision No. 74558 also directed the Hearing Division to conduct a procedural conference to 

discuss the parameters of a hearing regarding the rate design associated with the Company’s 

wastewater districts. 

On September 8,2014, the Company filed testimony in support of statewide consolidation of 

its five wastewater districts. Those wastewater districts are Sun City, Sun City West, Mohave, 

Anthem, and Agua Fria. Staff is presenting a summary of this and other options that may 

be pursued by the Commission, the pros and cons of each option, Staffs comments on the 

Company’s filing, and Staffs recommendations regarding the Company’s proposal. 

What is the basis of your recommendations? 

Staff reviewed the Company’s filing and compared the proposal in the filing with other 

alternatives. 
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Q. 

A. 

Briefly summarize how your testimony is organized. 

My testimony is organized into several sections. First, it discusses various options that the 

Commission may pursue. Next, it discusses the advantages and disadvantages of each 

proposal. Third, it discusses general comments on various topics including but not limited to 

revenue shifts, revenue shortfalls and the lack of a phase-in plan. Last, it discusses Staffs 

conclusions and recommendations. 

OPTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES 

Q. 

A. 

Please describe the alternatives that are available for Commission consideration. 

There are essentially six options to consider. The first option is the statewide consolidation 

plan proposed and advocated by the Company. The second option would be statewide 

deconsolidation, which would group customers sharing the same facilities into a system. The 

third option is to reverse the deconsolidation of the Anthem/Agua Fria systems, i.e., 

reconsolidation. The fourth option is the status quo, which would not consolidate, 

deconsolidate, or reconsolidate any system and would allow the third phase of the previously 

approved deconsolidation of the Anthem/Aqua Fria system to occur. The fifth option is 

similar to the fourth option, except that it would allow the third phase of the revenue 

decrease to occur for Anthem customers but defer the corresponding increase to the Agua 

Fria customers by issuing an accounting order that would allow the Company to recover 

foregone revenues (plus interest) at a later time. A sixth option is again similar to the fourth, 

except that it would stay the third phase of the deconsolidation, thereby leaving the rates for 

Anthem customers and Agua Fria customers at the second phase levels, and designating 

those rates to be interim (subject to true-up in the Company’s next rate case). 
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Q. Please describe the Company’s view of the advantages of the statewide consolidation 

option. 

According to the Company, statewide consolidation is the best long term solution as it 

addresses “the issues raised by its customers, but more importantly is the most equitable 

approach in the long term.”’ The Company further states, “In the long term, all wastewater 

A. 

customers will benefit from predictable, uniform rate sttllctures, reduced regulatory expenses 

and increased efficiencies.”‘ However, the Company’s claims of reduced regulatory and 

administrative expenses have not been quantified or supported. Consequently, it is difficult 

to perform a cost benefit analysis that would give consideration to these reduced expenses 

among other considerations such as the cost of implementing consolidation. 

Statewide Consolidation 

Please describe the Company’s proposal for statewide consolidation. 

The Company proposes to replace existing rate structures that vary by system with a rate 

structure that would apply to all of its wastewater customers. Residential customers would 

pay a flat charge of $34.30 per month regardless of the size of the customer’s respective water 

meter and water consumption. Presently, residential customers of Sun City and Sun City 

West are billed a flat rate based on the size of the water meter, and those charges range from 

$18.11 to $149.96 for Sun City and $30.96 to $247.66 for Sun City West. Residential 

customers of Mohave Wastewater pay $56.55 per month regardless of meter size. 

Currently, ratepayers in Anthem and Agua Fria pay a flat fee plus a volumetric charge applied 

to the first 7,000 gallons of water usage. Anthem and Agua Fria are in Step 2 of a three year 

phase in associated with the deconsolidation of the previously consolidated district. For 

phase 2, Anthem customers pay $33.28 per month, plus $4.3587 per thousand gallons; Agua 

’ Direct Testimony, Shawn Bradford at 11:14-15. 
’Id.  at 11:17-19. 



Fria customers pay $57.36 plus $6.9782 per thousand gallons. In phase 3, which is scheduled 

to be implemented in February 20153, Anthem customers would pay $30.00 per month plus 

$3.75 per thousand gallons and Agua Fria customers would pay $66.12 per month plus $7.97 

per thousand gallons. Prior to the deconsolidation of Anthem and Agua Fria, the approved 

rates for both Anthem and Agua Fria were $39.84 per month and $4.9946 per thousand 

gallons. 
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Under the Company’s consolidation proposal, all single unit commercial customers would pay 

a flat charge of $81.59 per month regardless of the size of the customer’s respective water 

meter and consumption, and all multiunit commercial customers would pay a flat charge of 

$301.00 per month regardIess of the size of the customer‘s respective water meter and 

consumption. Certain commercial customers with water meter sizes greater than 2 inches 

and designated as large users would pay a flat charge of $394 per month. 

Present rates vary significantly for commercial customers. In Sun City, monthly minimums 

range from $9.20 per month for a commercial customer with a 5/8 or 3/4-inch meter, plus a 

volumetric charge of $1.2862 applied to the first 5,000 gallons to $73.63 for month for a 

commercial customer with a 2-inch meter plus $1.2862 applied to the first 40,000 gallons. In 

Sun City West, monthly minimums range from $17.65 per month for a commercial customer 

with a 5/8 3/4-inch meter, plus a volumetric charge of $2.6024 applied to the first 5,000 

gallons to $141.23 for month for a commercial customer with a 2-inch meter plus $2.6024 

applied to the first 40,000 gallons. In Mohave, all commercial (except large commercial) 

customers pay a flat rate of $56.55 per month. Based on the rates scheduled to be 

implemented for the third phase of the deconsolidation, Anthem monthly minimums range 

from $30.00 per month for a commercial customer with a 5/8 or 3/4-inch meter, plus a 

Anthem Community Council has agreed to a 30 day delay to the original implementation date of January 2015. 
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303A-09-0343 

volumetric charge of $3.75 applied to the first 10,000 gallons to $60.06 per month for a 

commercial customer with a l-inch meter plus $3.75 applied to the first 15,000 gallons. Also 

based on the rates scheduled to be implemented for the third phase of the deconsolidation, 

Agua Fria monthly minimums range from $66.12 per month for a commercial customer with 

a 5/8 or 3/4-inch meter, plus a volumetric charge of $7.97 applied to the first 10,000 gallons 

to $132.39 per month for a commercial customer with a l-inch meter plus $7.97 applied to 

the first 15,000 gallons. 

Present rates vary for large users, In Sun City, the present rates for large users are: a monthly 

minimum of $73.63 plus $1.2862 per thousand gallons applied to all usage, and the proposed 

consolidated flat rate is $394.00 per month. In Sun City West, the present rates for large 

users are: a monthly minimum of $141.23 plus $2.6024 per thousand gallons applied to all 

usage, and the proposed consolidated flat rate is $394.00 per month. In Mohave, the present 

rates for large users are a flat rate of $72.89, and the proposed consolidated flat rate is $394.00 

per month. In Anthem, the present rates for large users are: a monthly minimum of $120.09 

per thousand gallons plus $3.75 applied to all usage, and the proposed consolidated flat rate is 

$394.00 per month. In Agua Fria, the present rates for large users are: a monthly minimum 

of $264.68 plus $7.97 per thousand gallons applied to all usage, and the proposed 

consolidated flat rate is $394.00 per month. 

Also, in the Sun City West system, the Company presently has some commercial customers 

who are not water customers and for whom water data is not readily available. For this 

reason, the Company charges on several bases, including rental rooms, per toilet (i.e. in a 

restaurant), per dishwasher, per washing machine, and per wash rack. The present flat 

charges for these customers range from $10.94 for rental rooms to $93.42 for dish washers. 
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In its filing, the Company proposes a consolidated rate of $81.59 per month for each of 

these. 

In the Sun City system, the Company has a customer known as Paradise Park, which 

presently pays $8,711.69 per month, plus $1.8770 per thousand gallons applied to all usage. 

The consolidation filing proposes a flat rate of $13,416.00 per month, which is unique to this 

entity and not applied to any other customer in any other system. 

For effluent customers, the Company proposes a consolidated rate of 96.77 per thousand 

gallons. According to the Company’s filing, Sun City and Sun City West do not have existing 

effluent rates. The present rates for Anthem and Agua Fria are $.77 per thousand gallons. 

For Mohave, the present rate is $227 per acre foot, or approximately 8.6966 per thousand 

gallons. 

The filing also includes certain wholesale rates, which appear to be unique to those respective 

districts. Accordingly, a consolidated rate for all wholesale activity does not appear to be 

possible or practical at this time. 

Q. 

A. 

Please describe Staffs view of the advantages and disadvantages of the Company’s 

statewide consolidation proposal. 

While Staff would agree that statewide consolidation may help to mitigate rate shock in future 

cases and that rates would be more predictable, there are numerous significant disadvantages 

to the Company’s statewide consolidation proposal. Consolidation presents significant short 

and long term inequities among and within districts. For example, Sun City residential rates 

would rise by 89 percent, from $1 8.1 1 to $34.30, wMe other districts would see reductions. 
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While the Company states that Sun City district needs $9.34 million in capital improvements, 

the Company does not quantify the net benefit or detriment to Sun City as a result of 

consolidation. 

Q. 

A. 

Did Staff evaluate the impact of $9.3 million of improvements that are claimed to be 

needed in Sun City? 

Yes. In response to an informal Staff data request, the Company provided the Excel file 

supporting the revenue requirements approved in Decision No. 72047, which authorized a 

revenue increase of $1,621,157 over test year revenues of $5,940,382 for total authorized 

revenues of $7,561,538. Staff verified agreement of the rate base, test year operating income 

and revenue increase in the revenue requirements model with the amounts authorized in 

Decision No. 72047. 

In order to quantify the revenue impact of $9.3 million of capital improvements in Sun City, 

Staff added $9.3 million of plant to that rate case and depreciated it by a 2.75 percent 

composite depreciation rate (because the specific items of plant and respective items of plant 

are unknown at this time). Staff also used all other parameters in that case such as the cost of 

capital, capital structure, working capital, and gross revenue conversion factor, in order to 

estimate the effect of $9.3 million of capital improvements (with no offsetting retirements) on 

the revenue requirements. Staff determined that the revenue impact of the improvements is 

to increase revenue requirements by $1,101,731, or 14.57 percent, from $7,561,538 to 

$8,663,269. 

Based on the work papers provided by the Company in support of consolidation, Sun City 

ratepayers would pay $13,630,143 under the consolidation scenario, or $4,966,894 more per 

See Direct Testimony of Shawn Bradford at 15:13. 4 
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year, than if Sun City were to fund its own infrastructure absent consolidation. The detriment 

to Sun City ratepayers would also worsen over time, as the other four systems require capital 

improvements and Sun City will also share in those costs. 

Q. 

A. 

Aside from additional burdens on Sun City, are there additional inequities? 

Yes. In addition to inequities between and among districts, consolidation also presents 

significant short and long term inequities within rate classes and within systems, and the 

Company’s filing does not present any justification for significantly different bill impacts for 

similar customers within a system. The Company’s filing proposes a single rate for all 

residential customers with no consideration to meter size. This means that the smaller 5/8 by 

3/4-inch customers would experience large increases, while the residential customers with 

larger meters would experience significant decreases. For example, a residential customer’s 

bill with a 5/8 by 3/4-inch meter in Sun City would rise by $16.19 from $18.11 to $34.30, or 

89.4 percent, while a residential customer‘s bill with a 2-inch meter in Sun City would 

decrease by $115.66 from $149.96 to $34.30, or 77.1 percent. 

The different bill impacts result from the methodology used by the Company in its 

consolidation proposal. For all customers, the use of a single rate for all customers of a class 

ignores the differing usage levels associated with different sizes of water meters and 

significantly increases the chance of not matching cost causers with cost payers. The 

Company’s proposal presents additional challenges for the commercial customers, since four 

of the five systems have rates that include both a monthly minimum and a volumemc charge, 

along with different break-over points depending on the size of the water meter. By 

migrating to a flat rate design, with no consideration of water meter size or volumes, 

extremely different bill impacts will occur. Further, the use of a flat rate for the customers in 

each respective class means that the customers with smaller meters will get large increases and 
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(Range of) Bill Impacts, 
depending on volumes 

89.40% Increase 

customers with larger meters will get large decreases. This condition reflects the increasing 

gap between the cost causers and the cost payers in this consolidation proposal. 

Residential Single Unit 1 -inch 

Residential Single Unit 1 %-inch 

In response to a Staff data request, the Company provided the bill impacts of its proposal for 

all of its customers for all systems except Mohave. A summary of the bill impacts for each 

system and each group is shown below. Some customer groups will experience a range of bill 

impacts within the group based on differing levels of volumetric activity included in present 

bills. 

26.80% Decrease 

63.41% Decrease 

Residential MulU Unit All Water 89.40% Increase 

rResidential SiGle Unit 2-inch and I 77.13% Decrease 

Residential Multi Unit Non Water 89.40% Increase 

1346.63% Increase Commercial WC (per water 
closet, or toilet) 

Commercial Dishwasher 89.61% Increase 

Commercial Washing Machine 678.53% Increase 

larger I 

Commercial Wash Rack 

I 

Residential Single Unit Non I 89.40~0 Increase 

282.87% Increase 

I Water I 

Customer 

89.40% Increase ___1 
63.41% Decrease 

89.40% Increase 

89.40% Increase 1 
89.40% Increase 

1346.63% Increase 1 
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Paradise Park 

Commercial Single Unit 5/8 & 
%-inch 

Commercial Single Unit 1 -inch 

Commercial Single Unit 1 %inch 

Commercial Single Unit 2-inch 

Commercial Single Unit Greater 
than 2-inch 

Commercial Single Unit Non 
Water 

Commercial Muld Unit 5/8 & 3/4- 
inch 

~ 

Commercial Multi Unit 1 -inch 
(Rate A2S2B) 

Commercial Multi Unit 1-inch 
(Rate A2S2C) 

Commercial Multi Unit 2-inch 

Commercial Muld Unit Greater 
than 2-inch 

Commercial Multi Non Water 

Commercial Large User Great 
than 2-inch meter 

50.75% Increase to 29.52% 
Decrease 

421.98% Increase to 
786.85% Increase 

108.68% Increase to 
254.43% Increase 

4.37% Increase to 72.47% 
Increase 

34.77% Decrease to 8.91% 
Increase 

49.55% Decrease to 
355.53% Increase 

10.81 Yo Increase 

1825.66% Increase to 
2770.44% Increase 

669.87% Increase to 
11 72.02% Increase 

285.03% Increase to 
536.28% Increase 

140.65% Increase to 
301.78% Increase 

84.55% Decrease to 
232.08% Increase 

309.86% Increase 

83.1 6% Increase to 
417.040/0 Increase 

N/A? 

564.11% Increase 

145.65% Increase 

18.79% Increase 

27.67% Decrease 

27.31% Decrease 

10.81% Increase 

2005.87% Increase 

669.87% Increase 

306.48% Increase 

157.08% Increase 

82.35% Decrease 

309.86% Increase 

126.03% Increase 
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Sun City West 

Bill Impact on Average 
Customer 

Customer Group 

10.79% Increase 

600.34% Increase 

Residential Single Unit 5/8 & Y4- 
inch 

10.79% Increase 

600.34% Increase 

Residential Single Unit 1 -inch 

Residential Single Unit 2-inch and 
larger 

12.66% Decrease 

Residential Multi Unit All Units 

12.66% Decrease 

Commercial WC (per water 
closet, or toilet) 

274.27% Increase 

78.65% Increase 

166.09% Increase to 
302.87% Increase 

6.43% Increase to 74.59% 
Increase 

10.21% Decrease to 
46.79% Decrease 

43.27% Decrease to 
66.74% Decrease 

54.74% Decrease to 
96.43% Decrease 

42.23% Decrease 

292.64% Increase to 
544.09% Increase 

~ 

Commercial Dishwasher 

247.27% Increase 

78.65% Increase 

196.83% Increase 

21.82% Increase 

38.58% Decrease 

60.72% Decrease 

96.04% Decrease 

42.23% Decrease 

294.13% Increase 

Commercial Washing Machine 

Commercial Wash Rack 

Commercial Single Unit 5/8 & 
'/4-in~h 

Commercial Single Unit 1 -inch 

Commercial Single Unit 1 %-inch 

Commercial Single Unit 2-inch 

Commercial Single Unit Greater 
than 2-inch 

Commercial Single Unit Non 
Water 

Commercial Multi Unit 1-inch 

10.79% Increase 10.79% Increase 

I 
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Commercial Multi Unit Greater 
than 2-inch 

Commercial Multi Non Water 

Commercial Large User Great 
than 2-inch meter 

Commercial Multi Unit 1 1 /2- 
inch 

80.86% Decrease to 
79.97% Increase 

309.86% Increase 

135.57% Increase to 
80.57% Decrease 

Commercial Multi Unit 2-inch 

(Range of) Bill Impacts, 
depending on volumes 

1.63% Increase to 39.02% 
Decrease 

20.87% Increase to 
141.75% Increase 

96.31% Increase to 
231.23% Increase 

Biu Impact on Average 
Customer 

33.79% Decrease 

56.25% Increase 

22.69% Increase to 
109.27% Increase 

Anthem 
~ 

Customer Group 

Residential 

~ 

Commercial 5/8-inch 

Commercial l-inch 

Anthem Sewer LG 

Anthem Phoenix OWU 

136.44% Increase 

22.69% Increase 

75.02% Decrease 

309.86% Increase 

73.51% Decrease 

27.867% Increase to 
39.59% Decrease 

21 8.15% Increase to 
92.66% Decrease 

12.41% Decrease 

27.57% Increase 

25.44% Increase 25.44% Increase 
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53.70% Decrease to 68.34% Increase 
71.86% Decrease 

Agua Fria 
Customer Group I (Range of) Bill Impacts, I Bill Impact on Average 

Commercial 3/4-inch 

1 depending on volumes Customer I 

23.85% Decrease to 17.74% Decrease 
62.70% Decrease 

Commercial 1 -inch 41.87% Decrease to 60.77% Decrease 
72.04% Decrease 

Anthem Sewer LG 40.40% Increase to 65.48% 42.86% Decrease 
Decrease 

The bill impacts for the Sun City, Sun City West, Anthem, and Agua Fria systems are shown 

as Attachment A through Attachment D, respectively. Due to the Mohave system being part 

of a pending rate case, the Company did not provide meaningful bill impacts for its Mohave 

system. 

Revenue Shifts 

Q. 

A. 

Did the Company provide a s u m m a r y  of the shifts in revenue by system? 

No. Staff requested this via a data request and is awaiting the Company’s reply. However, 

based on the information provided by the Company to date, Staff estimates the following 

shift in billed revenues: 

Billed Revenues 

Sun City $ 7,828,776 $ 13,630,143 $ 5,801,367 
Sun City West $ 6,985,043 8 7,565,064 $ 580,021 
Anthem $ 6,391,550 $4,952,979 $ (1,438,571) 
AF $ 6,100,232 $ 1,977,640 $ (4,122,592) 
Mohave $ 1,514,617 $ 681,596 $ (833,021) 
Totals $28,820,218 $28,807,422 $ (12,796) 

Present Consolidated Change 
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Deconsolidation 

Q- 
A. 

Q. 

A. 

Please explain Staffs concept of deconsolidation. 

Deconsolidadon would order and group customers along functional or operational lines 

whereby customers using common facilities or resources would be grouped in the same 

district. This means that plant and other rate base items would have to be more closely 

described and accounted for, along with operating expenses that would be subject to more 

specific allocations. Staff expects that this approach would most closely match cost causers 

with the cost payers. The disadvantages of deconsolidation are that administrative costs 

could be higher, as an increased number of rates and supporting cases would need to be 

maintained. Also, this concept means that additional systems would be established as 

physically disconnected systems are established as part of new certificates of convenience and 

necessity (“CC&N”) or CC&N extensions. Rate shock could also be more problematic if 

significant improvements are spread over a smaller number of customers. 

Did the Company provide an estimate of the cost to deconsolidate all of its systems? 

No. The Company did not estimate the cost of deconsolidating all of its wastewater systems. 

However, the Company estimates that there will be significant costs to deconsolidate its Agua 

Fria system only.’ These costs are necessary “to create the internal accounting break outs” of 

rate base and expenses for Verrado, Russell Ranch and Northeast Agua F15a.”~ 

See Direct Testimony of Sheryl Hubbard at 16:12-13. 
Id. 

. . . . . 
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Q. 

A. 

Q- 

A. 

Did the Company cite specific hture  needs for Russell Ranch? 

Yes. In support of its consolidation proposal, which would spread costs over more 

ratepayers, the Company’s states that its Russell Ranch facllity will need significant capital 

improvements. The Company states: 

“Russell Ranch WRF water Reclamation Facihty] is an above-ground prefabricated metal 
treatment plant which is typically designed and constructed to serve as an interim wastewater 
treatment solution until a permanent in ground concrete and steel r e g o d  water reclamation 
facility can be brought into service. The Maricopa Association of Governments Regional 
Wastewater Master Plan has even identified Russell Ranch WRF as an interim wastewater 
solution. Russell Ranch WRF was placed into service in 2004 and currently meets the 
treatment needs of the existing residents. However, RRWRF [Russell Ranch is already 
showing normal signs of wear and tear typically associated with an above-ground package 
plant and is nearing the end of its useful life. Consolidation will smooth the rate impacts of 
future capital expenditures over the entire wastewater customer base. The expenditure 
amounts in each district will likely continue to increase annually over the longer term as the 
existing facilities continue to age.’ 

Did Staff evaluate the Company’s claims regarding Russell Ranch and the future 

impact of improvements that may be needed at Russell Ranch? 

While Staff did not perform an engineering analysis for this phase of the proceeding, Staff 

issued a data request to the Company asking the Company to support its claim that the 

Russell Ranch Water Reclamation Facility (“RRWRF”) is interim in nature and that RRWRF 

is nearing the end of its useful life. The Company has recently responded, and accordingly, 

Staff is unable to verify the necessity or impact of these improvements prior to the filing of 

this Direct Testimony. 

’ See Direct Testimony of Shawn Bradford at 15:15-27. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 
A. 

Is Staff aware of additional wastewater districts that would be deconsolidated 

according to shared facilities and resources? 

Yes. As indicated in the Company’s filing, Mohave wastewater consists of “two distinct 

service areas.”* If the Commission were to deconsolidate along facilities and resource lines, 

these two districts would also need to be evaluated. 

Does Staff have any other concerns regarding the Company’s reasons to consolidate? 

Yes. In its filing, the Company indicates that large expenditures are needed in Mohave 

wastewater in order to produce A+ effluent saleable to a nearby golf course9. Based on its 

knowledge in prior proceedings, Staff does not necessarily accept the Company’s 

representation. Staff has requested confirmation of the grade of effluent presently produced, 

but the Company has recently responded. Accordingly, Staff is unable to determine whether 

the described large improvements are necessary prior to the filing of this Direct Testimony. 

Reconsolidation of Anthem and Agua Fria 

Q. 

A. 

Does Staff have a view on this? 

No. Staff did not recommend the deconsolidation of Anthem and Agua Fria earlier in this 

proceeding. At this time, Staff has no recommendation regarding the reconsolidation of 

those districts. 

Q. Would reconsolidation leave unaddressed significant concerns that have been 

identified in the status quo discussed below? 

Yes. The reconsolidation of the Anthem and Agua Fria wastewater districts will not address 

the differences in rates despite the fact that Sun City West and certain Agua Fria customers all 

use a large common facility, the Northwest Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility. 

A. 

See Direct Testimony of Shawn Bradford at 722. 
Id. at 8: 16-9: 1-10. 
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Status Quo 

Q- 
A. 

Q. 
A. 

Q. 

A. 

Does the Commission have other alternatives that could be explored? 

Yes. Staffs option four is to allow the third phase of the deconsolidation to occur in 

February 2015, as is presently scheduled. The Commission could choose to maintain the 

status quo with no consolidation, deconsolidation, or reconsolidation at this time and could 

further consider these options in the future as part of a rate case that includes updated 

information for all of the Company’s wastewater systems. 

Are there other options? 

Yes. The fifth option is to consider an accounting order to implement the third phase of the 

decrease at Anthem but to delay the implementation of the last phase of the increase in Agua 

Fria, thereby averting additional distress on Agua Fria ratepayers while keeping the Company 

whole. 

The sixth option is to suspend the third step of the phase in and allow the rates of Anthem 

and Agua Fria to remain at today’s levels. If the Commission elects this option, the Agua Fria 

and Anthem rates should be designated as interim and subject to true-up or adjustment in the 

Company’s next rate case. 

Does Staff have a recommendation regarding these options? 

Staff recommends option six which is to suspend implementation of the third phase. Staff 

wants to avoid worsening the situation. In addition, Staff is concerned that there is 

insufficient information at this time to make an informed decision about whether or how to 

substantially change the Company’s rate design. Accordingly, Staff believes that a cautious 

and measured approach is best at this time. 
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General Comments 

Cost Benefit Analysis 

Q. Did the Company provide a cost benefit analysis for its consolidation proposal, or for 

any other option? 

No. The Company does not quantify the benefits or costs attached to any of the possible 

options that the Commission may pursue. 

A. 

Mohave Revenue Shortfall / Excess 

Q. 

A. 

Does Staff have additional comments about whether the proposed consolidated rates 

wil l  support the revenue requirements for the Mohave system? 

Yes. The Mohave wastewater system is part of a pending case in Docket No. WS-01303A- 

14-0010, in which the Company proposes to increase its present revenues by $467,658, or 

44.4 percent from $1,052,402 to $1,520,061, using unconsolidated rates that are unique to the 

Mohave system. 

Staff has applied the consolidated rates proposed by EWAZ in the instant case and has 

determined that those rates would produce $681,155 of wastewater revenues for the Mohave 

system, indicating that the consolidated rates for Mohave would result in a revenue deficiency 

of $371,248 as compared with present revenues and a revenue deficiency of $838,906 as 

compared with the Company proposed revenues". However, a review of the revenue shifts 

for the four other systems" indicates that the shortfall could be supported by shifting 

Mohave's burden to the other systems. 

lo In Docket No. WS-01303A-140010. 
" See chart showing revenue shifts on page 14. 
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Nonetheless, Staff is concerned that the revenue requirement for Mohave in the pending case 

in Docket No. WS-O1303A-14-0010 has not been determined and that the procedural 

schedule in Docket No. WS-01303A-140010 has been suspended. The absence of a recently 

approved revenue requirement for Mohave prevents the Company from calculating an 

accurate consolidated rate for its five wastewater divisions. Thus, the exact amount of the 

adjustments to rates is unknown at this time, along with the expected impacts on Mohave 

(and other) customers. 

Q. 
A. 

How could this concern be addressed? 

If the Commission chooses to consolidate rates, the implementation of consolidated rates 

could be delayed until the revenue requirements in the Mohave system are determined. In the 

alternative, the Company could refile its entire proposal at a later date with established 

revenue requirements for all of its systems. A third alternative would be for the Company to 

file a new rate case with all affected systems and include a consolidation proposal in that 

proceeding. 

Revenue Neutrality 

Q- 
A. 

Please describe StaPs view of revenue neutrality as it relates to this proceeding. 

There are two aspects of revenue neutrality to be considered. First, the revenues as they 

relate to be 2008 test year data and billing determinants should be evaluated to ensure that the 

consolidated rates produce the same revenues as the unconsolidated rates previously 

approved in this proceeding. Second, Staff notes that customer accounts have changed since 

the test year and that the customer accounts may have changed from system to system and 

possibly in opposite directions. 
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The first aspect is a relatively simple exercise whereby one can ascertain that total revenues 

remain unchanged and are simply redistributed across systems. Revenue neutrality specific to 

the 2008 test year is assured by simply reallocating the rates. 

However, revenue neutrality, based on a comparison of test year customers with those 

expected as present customer counts, is not assured since changes in customer counts to each 

district may not offset changes in other districts once an average rate is applied. Consider the 

following example of three districts of 10 customers each with monthly billing rates of $10, 

$5, and $25 for Districts A, B, and C, respectively. 

District # of Customers Rate Revenues 

A 10 $10 $100 

B 10 $5 $50 

C 10 $25 $250 

Totals 30 $ 4 0  

Based on the above, there are 30 customers generating $400 for an average rate of $13.33 per 

month, which would be the rate applied to all customers under a consolidation scenario. 

Each new customer added post consolidation would increase revenues by $13.33. 

Significant differences in revenues may occur when comparing pre- and post-consolidation 

scenarios. If three customers are added using the post consolidation rate of $13.33, the 

incremental revenue would be $40. The only way for the incremental revenues of $40 to be 

the same for the pre- and post-consolidation is if one customer is added to each of the 

former systems as shown in Example 1. 
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Example 1 Incremental 

District ' # of Customers Rate Revenues 

A 1 $10 $10 

B 1 $5 $5 

C 1 $25 $25 

Totals 3 $40 

However, if the three customers are not distributed evenly, then differences in incremental 

revenues will occur. Consider the incremental revenue impacts that would have occurred 

without consolidation if all three customers occur in District B as shown in Example 2, if all 

three customers occur in District C as shown in Example 3, and if 2 customers occur in 

District A and 1 customer occurs in District C as shown in Example 4. 

Example 2 

District 

A 

B 

C 

Totals 

Example 3 

District 

A 

B 

C 

Totals 

# of Customers 

0 

3 

0 

3 

# of Customers 

0 

0 

3 

3 

Rate Incremental Revenues 

$10 $0 

$5 $15 

$25 $0 

$15 

Rate Incremental Revenues 

$10 $0 

$5 $0 

9625 $75 

$75 
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Example 4 

District # of Customers Rate Incremental Revenues 

A 2 

B 0 

C 1 

Totals 3 

Q. 

A. 

What does the above demonstrate? 

It shows that while it is relatively simp1 to re-design rates th re revenue eutral when 

compared to the 2008 revenue requirement, those same re-designed rates would almost surely 

not produce the same revenue that is generated by current rates and today’s customers. In 

other words, the Company’s proposed consolidated rates would more than likely generate 

revenues that are much higher or much lower than the revenues being collected by the 

Company presently. 

Sales of EMuent 

Q- 

A. 

Does Staff have any concerns regarding the impact of consolidation on the sales of 

emuent? 

Yes. The consolidation of rates for effluent may present significant challenges due to the 

differing water tables around the state, whether a system is within an Active Management 

Area (“AMA”) and the differing regulations that apply to systems within AMAs, and the 

availability of inexpensive untreated ground water that could be used for irrigation purposes. 

If the consolidated rate for effluent is too high for local conditions, some customers will opt 

to pump their own water and create incremental burdens for other customers when the 

Company foregoes revenue and is burdened to pay for disposal of effluent. Consolidation 
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will reduce the Commission's ability to tailor effluent rates to the unique circumstances of a 

case. 

Prior Rate Consolidation Proposals 

Q. 

A. 

Q- 
A. 

Was Staff required to file rate consolidation proposals? 

Yes. Decision No. 71410 (December 8, 2009) required Staff to file at least one rate 

consolidation proposal. The record in that docket remained open for the limited purpose of 

the consideration of possible consolidation of all EPCOR districts with a separate docket in 

which revenue neutral changes to the rate design of all EPCOR districts or other appropriate 

proposals would be considered. 

In Phase 2 of this docket, Staff filed its proposal on March 30,2010. In its proposal, Staff 

utilized a modeling tool made available by the Company under its former name, Arizona 

American. While the Company, presented in its h a l  schedules for Phase 2, various 

consolidation options, , the Company has not presented an all-district consolidation proposal, 

as was required by Decision No. 73227: 

In order to address the issue of deconsolidation in the most expeditious and fair manner 
possible, we will require the Company to make the system-wide rate filing as ordered by 
Decision No. 72047 that includes all of the affected districts, including the Sun City West 
Wastewater district, as soon as possible, so that all affected parties will receive notice of, and 
will have a full opportunity to address, all the issues affecting the Company's revenue 
requirement, and can make proposals either for or against consolidation or deconsolidation 
for Commission consideration.'2 

Please provide a general description of Staffs prior rate consolidation filing. 

Staff provided three different consolidation scenarios: a total consolidation of the Company's 

water and wastewater districts; consolidation of Sun City and Sun City West districts and all 

'* Decision No. 73227 (June 5,2012), at 30. 
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remaining districts in a separate consolidation proposal and the third scenario, all the 

Company’s water districts. In its proposals, Staff consolidated across districts by meter size 

and maintained the use of volumetric charges for commercial customers with break-over 

points varying by meter size. 

Q. 

A. 

Please compare Staffs prior filing with the Company’s filing at this time. 

The Company’s proposal is for the same flat rate to be applied to each respective class of 

customer regardless of meter size or volumetric considerations. By ignoring meter sizes and 

volumetric considerations, the Company’s proposal will result in extremely high rate increases 

to certain customers. 

Phase In 

Q. 

A. 

Did the Company propose any phase in of the effects of consolidation to mitigate rate 

shock? 

No. The Company’s filing does not contemplate any phase in to mitigate rate shock, unlike 

Phase 2 of this proceeding, where the Company proposed a “transition period” for the 

implementation of consolidated rates.” In the event that the Commission adopts the 

consolidation proposal in the Company’s recent Wing, Staff recommends that the 

Commission consider a phase in that would mitigate the rate shock resulting from changes 

that might be approved in this proceeding. Staff would recommend a phase in of 3 years. 

l3 See Phase 2, Rebuttal Testimony (Intervenor Rate Design) of Thomas Broderick at 13. 
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Billing Protocols in Phoenix 

Q- 

A. 

Does Staff have additional comments regarding the Company’s reference to the 

billing protocols used by the City of Phoenix as support for its proposal? 

Yes. The Company mischaracterizes the billing protocol used by the City of Phoenix (Tity”) 

but offers the City’s billing protocol as support for its consolidation proposal. The Company 

‘states that the City has a “...unified tariff structure ... within (its) municipal b~undaries.”’~ 

While the City does charge the same rate within its municipal boundaries, the City charges 

different rates for both water and wastewater depending on the customer being inside or 

outside of the City. It should also be noted that the City uses some form of a winter average 

rate rneth~dology’~ for its sewer bills, and this treatment was ultimately rejected by the 

Commission earlier in this proceeding for Anthem and Agua Fria customers. Although the 

proposal deals with wastewater only, another difference is that the City includes a certain 

amount of water in its monthly minimums, a practice that has been discontinued at the 

Commission for many years. To the extent that practices at the City might be considered in 

this proceeding, Staff wants those practices to be clear. 

Interim Rates 

Q. Did the Company’s proposal address whether any rates approved at this time should 

be interim rates, subject to true-up in a future rate proceeding? 

No. The Company’s application is silent on whether newly approved rates would be interim. A. 

Q. What does Staff recommend? 

A, Staff recommends that, if new rates are approved in this phase of the proceeding, these new 

rates should be interim and subject to future true-up or adjustment. Staff further 

l4 Direct Testimony of Sheryl Hubbard at 1416-1 8. 
l5 The methodology used by the City is not exactly the same as the winter average rate methodology that was 
proposed earlier in this docket. 
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recommends that the Company be ordered to file a full rate case including all of its 

wastewater systems no later than July 1, 2015, using a test year no later than December 31, 

201 4. 

Consolidation in Other Utilities 

Q- 

A. 

Have other companies proposed and implemented consolidation? 

Yes. Arizona Water Company has implemented full and partial consolidation in certain 

systems. Full consolidation means that customers of two or more systems are combined and 

thereafter pay the same monthly minimums and commodity rates. Partial consolidation 

means that customers of two or more systems are combined and thereafter pay the same 

monthly minimums but different commodity rates. 

Staff recommends that the Commission be mindful whether EWAZ’s proposal might be too 

inconsistent with consolidation plans and underlying rationales in other companies such as 

Arizona Water where some systems have been fdly consolidated and some have been 

partially consolidated. Further, adoption of EWAZ’s consolidation proposal may result in 

significantly less flexibility to tailor rates to the unique circumstances of future rate cases. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Q. 

A. 

Do you have any other recommendations at this time? 

Yes. This proceeding was triggered by a significant number of customer complaints. Many 

of these complaints are related to wastewater rates, but some are related to the Company’s 

water rates. Upon an examination of the complaints, Staff concluded that it is reasonable to 

address the wastewater rate complaints first. However, among Staffs proposals in this 

proceeding is a recommendation that the Commission require the Company to file a rate case 

for all of its wastewater systems. It would be reasonable for the Company to be required to 
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file a rate case for its water systems at the same time. This would provide an appropriate 

Q- 
A. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Q- 

A. 

vehicle to address the full extent of customer complaints. 

Based on the above, what is Staff recommending? 

Staff recommends that instead of full statewide rate consolidation, full deconsolidation of 

rates, or reconsolidation of Anthem/Agua Fria rates at this time that: 

The Company file a full rate case for all its wastewater and water systems no later than July 1, 
2015, with a test year ending December 31,2014. In that filing, the Company should propose 
both a fully consolidated statewide rate design and a fully deconsolidated rate design including 
the costs and benefits of each. Both rate designs should have a three year phase-in. 
The third step of the phase in for the Agua Fria and Anthem divisions should not be 
implemented in February 2015. The rates should be designated as interim, to be trued up in 
the Company’s next rate case. 
In the event, the Commission elects to change rates in this proceeding, the new rates should 
be established as interim rates, which will be subject to true-up in the Company’s next rate 
case. 

Does this conclude your direct testimony? 

Yes, it does. 
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EPCOR Water Arizona Inc - Sun Cily Wastewater 

Wastewater O i M d  Rate Design Pmcaeding 
Typical Bill Analysis 
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Line Rate 

1 ,ASIA  
2 AISlA 
3 AISlA 
4 A S I A  
5 AISIA 
6 AISIA 
7 A S I A  
8 A S I A  
9 A S I A  

10 AISIA 
11 AISIA 
12 AISIA 
13 A S I A  
14 AISIA 
15 AISIA 
16 AISIA 
17 A S I A  
18 A S I A  
19 AISIA 
20 AISlA 
21 AlSlA 
22 AISlA 
23 AISIA 
24 AISIA 
25 AISIA 
26 AISIA 
27 AISIA 
28 A S I A  
29 AISIA 
30 AlSlA 
31 AlSIA 
32 AlSlA 
33 AISIA 
34 AISIA 
35 AISIA 
36 AlSlA 
37 AISIA 
38 AISIA 
39 AlSIA 
40 A S I A  
41 AISIA 
42 AlS1A 
43 AISIA 
44 A S I A  
45 AISIA 
46 AISlA 
47 AISlA 
48 A S I A  
49 A S I A  
50 AlSlA 
51 AISIA 
52 AISIA 
53 A S I A  
54 AISIA 
55 AISlA 
58 
57 A S I A  
58 
59 
80 

- No. &&&& Descriat!or? 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit W& 34" 
Sun city Sewer Residential S Unit 518% 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit 518"& 314" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential S Unit 5/8% 34" 
Sun City Sowee Residential S Unit5/8"& 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residmtial S Unit5/8"& 34" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential S Unit5/8"& 34" 
Sun City Sewer Resldential S Unit 518% 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit 518% 34" 
Sun Ci Sewer Residential S Unit 518"& 314" 
Sw City Sewer Residential S Unit 518% 314" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Residential S Unit W& 314" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit W'& 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit 5/8% 314" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit 5/8"& 314" 
Sun City Sewer ReslWial S Unit 5/8% 314" 
sun C i  Residential s unit cd8-a 314" 
Sun City Sanrer Residential S Unit5/8"& 314" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential S Unit W& 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit 548% 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit 5/8% 34" 
Sun City seWer Residenltal S Unit 518% 314" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit5/8"& 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit W& 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit 5/8% 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit 5/8"&3/4" 
Sun City Sewer ResldenUal S Unit 5/8"& 314" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential S Unit 518% 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit 5/8"& 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit W& 34" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residentlal S Unit 518% 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit 38% 34" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Residentlal S Unit 518% 34'' 
Sun City Sewer Resldenlial S Unit 5/8"& 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit W& 34" 
Sun Cty Sewer Residential S Unit 518% 34" 
svl City Sewer Residential S Unit 518% 34" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential S Unit 518% 314" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Residential S Unit 518% 314" 
Sun City Sewar Residential S Unit 518% 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit 5/8"& 314" 
Sun C i  Sewer Resldential S Unit 5/8% 314. 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit518"& 34"  
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit W& 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit a"& 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Y8"& 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit518"& 314" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit 518% 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit W& 34" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential S Unit 5/8"& 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residentiai S Unit 5/8"& 314" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential S Unit 518"& 314" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit W& 34" 
Sun Cw Sewer Residmtial S Unit 5/8% 34" 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit %"& 34" 

Sun City Sewer Residwnial S Unit W& 34" Amage: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
I 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

PE%S8tlt 

$18.1 1 
$18.11 
$18.11 
518.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.1 1 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.1 1 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
518.11 
518.11 
$18.1 1 
$18.1 1 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.1 1 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
518.11 
$18.11 
$18.1 1 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.1 1 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.1 1 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.1 1 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
518.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 

$18.11 

Typical Bills 
I 

$34.30 t 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 t 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 S 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 a 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 0 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 5 

$34.30 $ 

16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 
16.19 

16.19 

E&!? LwW!! 
$34.30 S 16.19 

% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.4W 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.- 
89.40% 

89.40% 
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EWOR Water Arizona Inc -Sun City Wastewater 

Wastewater DistriU Rate Deslgn Pmceeding 
Typicel Bill Analysis 

DO&& NO: W-1303A-OQ-0343: SW-13o5A-040343 

Line Rate 

1 AlSlB 
~~ DescfiDtiMl 

Sun C i  Sewer Residential Sinole Unit 1" 
2 AISlB 
3 AISIB 
4 AlS10 
5 AlSlB 
6 AISlB 
7 AlSlB 
8 AlSlB 
9 AlSlB 

10 AISlB 
11 AIS10 
12 AlSlB 
13 AlSlB 
14 AlSlB 
15 AIS10 
16 AISlB 
17 AISlB 
18 AISIB 
19 AISlB 
20 AlSlB 
21 AISlB 
22 A S 1 0  
23 AlSlB 
24 AlSlB 
25 AISlB 
26 AlSlB 
27 AISlB 
26 AlSlB 
29 AlSlB 
30 AISlB 
31 AISlB 
32 AISlB 
33 AlSlB 
34 AlSIB 
35 AISIB 
38 AlSlB 
37 AlSlB 
38 AIS10 
39 AlSIB 
40 AlSlB 
41 AlSIB 
42 AISIB 
43 AISIB 
44 AISIB 
45 AISIB 
46 AISIB 
47 AlS1B 
48 AIS18 
49 AlSlB 
50 AlSlB 
51 AISIB 
52 AlSIB 
53 AlSIB 
54 AZS10 
55 AISlB 
56 
57 AlSlB 
56 
59 
60 

Sun Ci& Sewer Residential Sin& Unit 1" 
Sun Ci Sewer ResidemUal Single Unit I" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Sing* Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single uli 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single hit 1" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun Cii Sewer Residential Slngle Unit 1" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ciiy Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sauer Residential Single Unn 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Wi 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Singie Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Singie Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Ewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1 " 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Ewer Residentlal Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit I" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Resldential Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ci Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun Cty Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Sile Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unn 1" 

Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" Average: 

I 
1 
1 
I 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

!ws 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$48.88 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$48.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$48.88 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
$46.86 
548.88 
$46.86 

$46.86 

P r o p o d  - Rates 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
534.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
$34.30 
534.30 
$34.30 

$34.30 

PrnpoMd lnaegsa a$,$ 
$ (12.56) -26.80% 
s 
$ 
s 
s 
s 
s 
s 
$ 
5 
s 
5 
s 
s 
s 
$ 
s 
s 
s 
s 
$ 
s 
s 
$ 
s 
s 
5 
s 
s 
5 
$ s 
$ 
$ 
s 
5 
$ 
5 
s 
$ 
s 
5 
$ 
s 
5 
s 
s 
$ 
5 
$ 
5 
$ 
$ 
s 
s 
5 

(12.56j -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -28.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -28.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -28.80% 
(12.56) -26.60% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 
(12.56) -26.80% 

(12.56) -26.80% 
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witness: Ovtowski 

EPCOR W a t e ~  Mzons Inc -Sun Clty Wastewaler 

Wastewalef DistriQ Rate Design Proceeding 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Docket NO: W-13C3A49-0343; SW-1303A49-0343 

TYDIWI Bills 
Line Rate 
- No. Schedule psaiDtion 
I AlSlC 
2 AlSIC 
3 AlSlC 
4 AlSIC 
5 AISlC 
6 AlSlC 
7 AlSIC 
8 AlSIC 

10 AlSlC 
11 AlSlC 

Sur C i  Sewer Residential Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Residentlal Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewr Residential Slngle Unit1 1/2" 
Sun City Sewer Resldential Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City SQMX Residential Single Unit 1 112" 
Sur City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Resldential Single Unit 1 112" 

Sun City Smsr Residential Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1 112" 

9 AlSlC SUn City Smer ReSidentkl Single Unit 1 112" 

12 AlSlC 
13 AlSlC 
14 AlSlC 
15 AlSIC 
18 AlSlC 
17 AISlC 
18 AISlC 
19 AlSIC 
20 AlSlC 
21 AlSlC 
22 AlSIC 
23 AlSlC 
24 AlSlC 
25 AISIC 
26 A S I C  
27 AlSlC 
28 AlSlC 
29 AlSlC 
30 AlSlC 
31 AlSIC 
32 A S I C  
33 AlSlC 
34 AlSlC 
35 AlSlC 
38 AlSlC 
37 A S I C  
30 AISlC 
39 AlSlC 
40 AlSlC 
41 AlSlC 
42 A S I C  
43 AlSIC 
44 AlSlC 
45 AlSlC 
48 AlSlC 
47 AISlC 
48 AlSlC 
49 AISlC 
50 AlSlC 
51 AlSlC 
52 AlSlC 
53 AISlC 
54 AlSIC 
55 AlS1C 
56 
57 A S I C  
58 
59 
80 

Sur C i  Sewer Residential Single Unl 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 
Sun C i i  Sewer Residential Siqie Unit 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 
Sun City Sewer Residentlal Single Unit 
Sun City Sower Realdential Single Unit 
Sun C i  Sews Residential Single Unit 

Sun City Sewer ResideMia1 Single Unit 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 
Sun City Sower Resldetial Slngki Unit 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Single Unit 

Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 
Sun City Sower Residential Single Unit 
Sun City SQMX Residential Single Unit 

Sun City Sewer Residdal Single Unit 

Sun Ci Sewer Residential Single Unit 

Sun City Sewer Residential Slngle Unit 

Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 

Sun City Sawar Residmtial Single Mi 
Sun City SQMX Residential Slngle Unit 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Single Unl 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Sile UnH 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 
Sun C i  Swer Resideniial Single Unit 
Sun City Sewer Resldential Single Unit 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unlt 1 lk 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewa Residential Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Singie Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Singb Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sswer Residenthi Single Unii I 112" 
Sun C i  SQMX Residential Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewcv Residential Single Unit 1 1/2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Reddentiel Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i  Sewer Resldential Single Unit 1 1M" 

Sun City Sew$ Residential Single Unit 1 112" 

112" 
112" 
1lZ" 
112- 
112" 
112" 
112" 
112" 
112" 
112" 
112" 
In 
112" 
112" 
1/2" 
112" 
II2' 
112" 
1/2" 
112" 
112" 
112" 
112" 
112" 
112" 
112" 
1 12" 
112" 
1/2. 
In.' 
112" 
112" 
112" 

Average: 

1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 

1 

Present-' 
- Rates 

$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
593.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 
$93.73 

$93.73 

Proposed Proposedlncrease 
A m o u m B  

$34.30 $ (59.43) -83.41% 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 t 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 J 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 J 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 8 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 t 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 E 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 5 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 t 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 

$34.30 $ 

(59.43j -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -63.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(se.43) 63.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -63.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -63.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -63.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -63.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -63.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -63.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -83.41% 
(59.43) -63.41% 
(59.43) -63.41% 

(59.43) -83.41% 



EPCOR Water Arizona Inc - Sun City Wastewater 

Wastewater Distrld Rate Design Pmaadlng 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Dockel NO: W-19wA-080343; W-1303A-090343 

Typical Bills 
Line Rate 

1 AlSlD 
2 AlSlD 
3 AISlD 
4 AlSlD 
5 AlSlD 
6 AlSID 
7 AlSlD 
8 AlSlD 
9 AISID 

10 AlSID 
11 AlSID 
12 AlSlD 
13 AlSlD 
14 AlSlD 
15 AlSlD 
16 AlSlD 
17 AlSlD 
10 AlSlD 
19 AISID 
20 AlSlD 
21 AlSlD 
22 AlSID 
23 AISlD 
24 AlSlD 
25 AlSlD 
26 AlSlD 
27 AlSlD 
28 AlSlD 
29 AlSlD 
30 AlSlD 
31 AlSID 
32 AlSlD 
33 AlSlD 
34 AlSlD 
35 AlSID 
36 AlSlD 
37 AlSlD 
38 AlSID 
39 AlSlD 
40 AlSlD 
41 AlSlD 
42 AISlD 
43 AISID 
44 AlSID 
45 AISlD 
46 AISlD 
47 AlSlD 
48 AlSlD 
49 AlSlD 
50 AlSlD 
51 AlSID 
52 AISID 
53 AlSlD 
54 AlSlD 
55 AlSlD 
56 
57 AlSlD 
58 
59 
60 

tkssb!!@ DascriDthm 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit -2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Rmldential Single Unit -2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit ==P 
Sun C i  Sevlar Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Single Unit -2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Single Unit -2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit-2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit -2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit -2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Slngle Unit -2" 
Sun C i  s%wer Residential Single Unil=>2" 
Sun C i  Ssmrr Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2' 
Sun City Sewar Residentlal Single Unit =>2* 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Ssmrr Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Residenlial Single Unit =>2' 
Sm City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>Y 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>T 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit-2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit -2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Single Unit -2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit -2" 
Sun Ci!y Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit=%?" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit -2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Mi =>T 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit -2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =+2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit -2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residenlial Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Resldential Single Unit =>Z' 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Single Unit=>2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Single Unil=>2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Single Unit-2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Resldential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residsntiai Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit=>2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential Single Unit =>T 
Sun C i  Sewer ResWntial Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unii -2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit-2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>T 

Sun City Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" Awrag.3: 

Units 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

units 
Preselli 
&&g 

$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.98 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.98 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
S14Q.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.98 
$149.98 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 
$149.96 

$149.98 

PrnQoSsd PropossdIm 
E&?s 4K!L!!3 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 s (115.86) 
$34.30 S (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 5 (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.W) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 s (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 5 (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 

$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
$34.30 $ (115.66) 
534.30 S (115.66) 

$34.30 $ (115.66) 

$34.30 $ (115.66) 

maae 
% 

-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-?7.$3% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-71.13% 

-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-71.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-71.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-71.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 

-77.13% 
-71.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-71. 13% 
-77.13% 
-77.1 3% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 

-77.13% 
-77.13% 

-n.i3% 

-77.13% 

-71.13% 

-77.13% 
-77.13% 
-77.13% 

-77.13% 
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wwess: Outowski 

EPCOR Wltw Arlzona Inc -Sun City Wastewater 

Wastwatw Dietrid Rata Design Proceeding 
Typicel Bill Analysis 

Docket No: W-1303A-09-0343; SW-1303A-094343 

Line Rate 
NLEa!sm 

1 AlS1 N Sun C i i  Sewer Residenl~ai S Unit Non Water 
2 A W N  Sun City S w m  Residential S Unit Non Water 
3 AlSlN Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
4 A1 S1N Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
5 A W N  Sun City Sewer Residentlal S Unit Non Water 
6 A W N  Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
7 A W N  Sun City Sewer Residentiil S Unit Non Water 
8 A W N  Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
9 AlSl N Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 

10 A W N  Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
11 AlSlN Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
12 AlSlN Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
13 AlSlN Sun City Sewer ResidenUal S Unit Non Water 
14 AlSlN Sun C i i  Sewar Re?rMential S Unit Non Water 
15 A W N  Sun City Sewer Resklentiai S W Non Water 
t 6  A W N  Sun Clty Sewsr Residential S Unit Non Water 
17 A W N  Sun City Sewar Residential S Unit Non Water 
18 AlSlN Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
19 AlSlN Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
20 A1S1 N Sun C i i  Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
21 A W N  Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
22 A1 SIN Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
23 A1 S1 N Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
24 AlSl N Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
25 A W N  Sun City Sewer RWential S Unit Non Water 
26 AlSlN Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
27 AlSlN Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
28 A W N  Sun C i i  Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
29 A W N  Sun Ci i  Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
30 AlSlN Sun CiIy Sewar Residential S Unit Non Water 
31 AlSlN Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
32 A W N  Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
33 A W N  Sun City Sewer Resldential S Unit Non Water 
34 A W N  SunCilySewerResidentiilSUnitNonWater 
35 AlSlN Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
.38 A1 Si N Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
37 A W N  Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
38 AlSlN Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
39 A W N  Sun City Sewer Rasidentiai S Unit Non Water 
40 AlSlN Sun City Sawer Residential S Unit Non Water 
41 A1SlN Sun City Sewer Resideotlal S Unit Non Water 
42 AlS1 N Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
43 AlS1N Sun City Sewer Residential S W Non Water 
44 A W N  
45 A W N  
46 A W N  
47 AlSlN 
48 AlSlN 
49 AlSlN 
50 A1SlN 
51 AlSlN 
52 A W N  
53 A W N  
54 AlSlN 
55 AlSlN 
58 
57 AlSlN 
58 
59 
60 

Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun Ci i  Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unl Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residantial S Unil Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City .Sever Residentla1 S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 

Sun City Sewar Residential S Unit Non Water Averaga: 

y@g 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

TYPIC 

$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 
$18.11 

$18.11 

PlsSent 
Rates 

a1 Bills 
Proposed Pmpooad 

E%% Amwnt 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 18.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 S 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 5 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 18.19 
$34.30 $ 18.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 18.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
534.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 S 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 S 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$34.30 $ 16.19 

$34.30 $ 16.19 

InCraaSe 
% 

8Z40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 

89.40% 



Exhibit 
Schedule !44 

Page 6 
Whass: Giilowski 

EPCOR Water Arlmna Inc -Sun Clly Wastewater 

Wastewater Distrlu Rate Dessign Promeding 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Dockel NO: W-1303A-090343; SW-1303A-090343 

Typical Bills 

2 AIS2A 
3 A I S U  
4 AIS2A 
5 AIS2A 
6 AlS2A 
7 AIS24 
8 A I S U  
9 AlS2A 

10 AIS2A 
11 AISZA 
12 AIS2A 
13 AIS2A 
14 AIS2A 
15 AIS2A 
16 A l S U  
17 AIS% 
18 AIS2A 
19 AIS2A 
20 AIS2A 
21 AlS2A 
22 AIS2A 
23 AIS2A 
24 AIS2A 
25 AIS2A 
26 AlS2A 
27 AlS2A 
28 AlS2A 
29 AIS2A 
30 A I S U  
31 AIS2A 
32 AIS% 
33 AIS% 
34 AlS2A 
35 AIS2A 
36 AIS2A 
37 AIS2A 
38 AIS2A 
39 AIS2A 
40 AIS2A 
41 AIS2A 
42 AlS2A 
43 AIS24 
44 AIS% 
45 AIS= 
48 AIS2A 
47 AISZA 
48 AIS2A 
49 AIS24 
50 AlS2A 
51 AIS2A 
52 AIS24 
53 AIS2A 
54 AIS24 
55 AlS2A 
58 
57 AIS24 
58 
59 
60 

Line Rate 

1 AIS24 
- h. W U I Q  DescriDtioo 

Sun City Semr Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sevmr Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun Ct; Sewer Residential M Unit All Witer 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun Clty Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Ail Water 
sun c i  sewer Residenthi M unit ~ l i  water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Semr Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun Clty Saww Resldentlal M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sever Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residentii M Unit All Water 
Sun City Saver Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Resldential M Unit All Water 
Sun Cky Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Resldential M Unit All Water 
Sun City SewBr Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Swer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun C i  Sswar Residential M Unit All water 
Sun City Sews Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun Cky Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sswar Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M unit All Water 
Sun Clty Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun C i  SwVer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residsntial M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun C i  S m  Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun C i  Sewfs Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Resldential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Resld~Mial M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M unit AII water 
Sun City Wwef Residential M Unit AH Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit All Water 

Sun C i  Sewer Residentla M Unit All Water 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
I 9  

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

Average: 6 

!&!is 

m 

units 

PrESent 
Rateq 

$18.11 
$38.22 
554.33 
$72.44 
$90.55 

$108.66 
$126.77 
$144.88 
$162.99 
$181.10 
$199.21 
$217.32 
$235.43 
$253.54 
$271.65 
$289.76 
$307.87 
$325.98 
$344.09 
$362.20 
$380.31 
$398.42 
$416.53 
5434.64 
$452.75 
$470.88 
$488.97 
$507.08 
$525.19 
$543.30 
$561.41 
$579.52 
$597.63 
$615.74 
$633.85 
$651.96 
$670.07 
$608.18 
$706.29 
$724.40 
$742.51 
$760.62 
$778.73 
$796.84 
$814.95 
$833.08 
$651.17 
$869.28 
$887.39 
$905.50 
$923.61 
$941.72 
$959.83 
$977.94 
$996.05 

$106.80 

Proposed Proposadln~ase 
B B s S A m w n t  
$34.30 $ 16.19 
$68.60 $ 32.38 

$102.60 $ 48.57 
$137.20 $ 84.76 
$171.50 $ 80.95 
$205.80 $ 97.14 
$240.10 $ 113.33 
$274.40 $ 129.52 
$309.70 $ 145.71 
$343.00 $ 181.90 
$377.30 $ 178.09 
$411.60 $ 194.28 
$445.90 $ 210.47 
$480.20 $ 226.66 
$514.50 $ 242.85 
$548.80 $ 259.04 
$583.10 $ 275.23 
$817.40 $ 291.42 
$651.70 $ 307.61 
$886.00 $ 323.80 
$720.30 $ 339.99 
$754.60 $ 356.18 
$788.90 $ 372.37 
$823.20 $ 388.56 
$857.50 $ 404.75 
$891.80 $ 420.94 
$926.10 $ 437.13 
$960.40 $ 453.32 
$994.70 $ 463.51 

$1.029.00 $ 485.70 
$1,063.30 $ 501.89 
$1,097.60 $ 518.08 
$1.131.90 $ 534.27 
$1.166.20 $ 550.48 
$1,200.50 $ 568.65 
$1.234.80 $ 582.84 
$1,269.10 S 599.03 
$1.303.40 $ 615.22 
$1.337.70 $ 631.41 
$1.372.00 $ 647.60 
51,406.30 $ 663.79 
$1.440.80 $ 679.98 
$1.474.90 $ 698.17 
$1.509.20 $ 712.36 
$1.543.50 $ 728.55 
$1.577.80 $ 744.74 
$1,812.10 $ 780.93 
$1.646.40 $ 777.12 
$1.680.70 $ 793.31 
$1,715.00 $ 809.50 
$1.749.30 $ 825.69 
$1.783.60 $ 841.88 
$1.817.90 $ 658.07 
$1,852.20 $ 874.26 
$1,886.50 $ 890.45 

$202.28 $ 95.48 

% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
69.40% 
69.40% 
69.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.4W 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
69.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
69.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
69.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
69.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
69.40% 
89.40% 

89.40% 



Exhibit 
Schedule H 4  

Page 7 
Witness: Gutowski 

EPCOR Water Mzona Inc - Sun City Wastewater 

Wastewater Dicltrid Rate Design Proceeding 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Dock& NO: W-1303A-094343: SW-1303A-080343 

Typical Biiis 
Line Rate 

1 AlS2N 
2 AlS2N 
3 AIS2N 
4 AIS2N 
5 AlSZN 
6 AIS2N 
7 AlS2N 
8 AlS2N 
9 AlS2N 

10 AIS2N 
11 AlS2N 
12 AlS2N 
13 AlS2N 
14 AlS2N 
15 AIS2N 
16 AIS2N 
17 AIS2N 
18 AlS2N 
19 AIS2N 
20 AlS2N 
21 AlS2N 
22 AlS2N 
23 AlS2N 
24 AIS2N 
25 AlS2N 
26 AlS2N 
27 AlS2N 
28 AIS2N 
29 AlS2N 
30 AIS2N 
31 AlSZN 
32 AlS2N 
33 AlS2N 
34 AIS2N 
35 AIS2N 
36 AlS2N 
37 AlS2N 
38 AlS2N 
39 AIS2N 
40 AIS2N 
41 AlS2N 
42 AIS2N 
43 AlS2N 
44 AlS2N 
45 A I  S2N 
48 AIS2N 
47 AlS2N 
48 AlS2N 
49 AIS2N 
50 AlS2N 
51 AIS2N 
52 AlS2N 
53 AlS2N 
54 AlS2N 
55 AISZN 
56 
57 AlS2N 
58 
59 
60 

& schedule Descriotion 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sswer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun Ci Sewer Residenliai M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unll Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residenlial M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun CQ Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residenti M Unit Nan Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sawer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  S w m  Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sawer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sawer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun city Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun Cky Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Resldential M Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewa Residentlal M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewar Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun Ci Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewar Residential M Unit Non Watar 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sowar Residential M Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Residential M Unil Non Water 
Sun CRy Sewer Reddential M Unit Non Water 

Sun City Sewer Residantlai M Unit Non Water 

&& 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
I 1  
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

AWIXgO: 18 

U* 

Present 
Ea&!.% 

$18.11 
$36.22 
$54.33 
$72.44 
$90.55 

$108.66 
$126.77 
$144.88 
$162.99 
$181.10 
$199.21 
$217.32 
$235.43 
$253.54 
$271.65 
$289.76 
$307.87 
$325.98 
$344.09 
$362.20 
$380.31 
$398.42 
$416.53 
$434.64 
$452.75 
$470.86 
$488.97 
$507.08 
$525.19 
$543.30 
$561.41 
$579.52 
$597.63 
5815.74 
$833.85 
$651 .96 
$670.07 
$688.18 
$706.29 
$724.40 
$742.51 
$760.82 
$778.73 
$796.84 
$814.95 
$833.06 
$851.17 
$869.28 
$887.39 
$905.50 
$923.61 
$941.72 
$959.83 
$977.94 
$996.05 

$319.44 

Proposed Pmposedlnuease - Rates &Qm 
$34.30 5 16.19 
$68.80 $ 32.38 

$102.90 $ 48.57 
$137.20 $ 
$171.50 $ 
$205.80 s 
$240.10 5 
$274.40 $ 
$308.70 $ 
$343.00 s 
$377.30 $ 
$411.60 s 
$445.90 $ 
$480.20 $ 
$514.50 $ 
$548.80 t 
$503.%0 s 
$617.40 $ 
$651.70 s 
$686.00 5 
$720.30 $ 
$754.60 5 
$788.90 $ 
$823.20 S 
t857.K) $ 
$891.80 s 
$926.10 $ 
$960.40 5 
$934.70 $ 

$1,029.00 $ 
$1,063.30 $ 
$1,097.60 $ 
$1,131.90 $ 
$1.~66.20 $ 
$1.200.50 8 
51,234.80 $ 
$1,269.10 $ 
$1,303.40 $ 
$1.337.10 $ 
$1,372.00 $ 
$1.408.30 5 
51.440.60 s 
$1.474.90 $ 

$1.543.50 $ 
$1,577.80 $ 
$1,612.10 $ 
$1.646.40 S 
$l.BB0.70 $ 
$1.715.00 $ 
$1,749.30 s 
$1.783.60 $ 
$1.817.80 5 
~1.852.m s 
51,886.50 s 

$605.01 $ 

$i.m.m 

64.76 
80.95 
97.14 

113.33 
129.52 
145.71 
181.90 
178.09 
194.28 
210.47 
226.68 
242.85 
259.04 
275.23 
291.42 
307.61 
323.80 
339.99 
356.18 
372.37 
388.56 
404.75 
420.94 
437.13 
453.32 
469.51 
485.70 
501 .89 
518.08 
534.27 
550.46 
568.65 
582.64 
599.03 
615.22 
631.41 
647.60 
663.79 
67998 
696.17 
712.36 
728.55 
744.74 
760.93 
777.12 
793.31 
809.50 
825.69 
841.88 
858.07 
874.26 
880.45 

285.57 

% 
8sT40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
69.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.40% 
89.4096 
89.40% 
89.40% 

89.40% 



Exhlbhibit 
Schedule K4 

Page 8 
witness: Gutowskl 

EPCOR Water Atlzonr Inc -Sun Cily Wastewater 

Wastawster Dlstrlcl Rate Design Proceeding 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Dock& NO: W-1303A-094343; SW-130- 

Line Rate 

1 A2MS2 
2 A2MS2 
3 A2MS2 
4 A2MS2 
5 A2MS2 

hS5hw s&a@!Qn 
Sun City Sewer CommerCral WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun Ctv Sewer Commercial WC 

6 A2MS2 
7 A2MS2 
8 A2MS2 
9 A2MS2 

10 A2MS2 
11 A2MS2 
12 A2MS2 
13 A2MS2 
14 A2MS2 
15 A2MS2 
16 A2YS2 
17 A2MS2 
18 A2MS2 
19 A2MS2 
20 A2MS2 
21 MUS2 
22 A2MS2 
23 A2MS2 
24 A2MS2 
25 A2MS2 
26 A2MS2 
27 A2MS2 
26 A2MS2 
29 A2MS2 
30 A2MS2 
31 A2MS2 
32 A2MS2 
33 A2MS2 
34 A2MS2 
35 A2MS2 
36 A2MS2 
37 A2MS2 
38 A2MS2 
39 A2MS2 
40 A2MS2 
41 A2MS2 
42 A2MS2 
43 A2MS2 
44 A2MS2 
45 A2MS2 
46 A2MS2 
41 A2MS2 
48 A2MS2 
49 A2MS2 
50 A2MS2 
51 A2MS2 
52 A2MS2 
53 A2MS2 
54 A2MS2 
55 A2MS2 
56 
57 A2MS2 
58 
59 
60 

Sun C& w r  c~mmer~lal WC 
sun city sewr commercial wc 
sun c i i  sewer Commercial wc 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewer CommMeial WC 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial WC 
sun city sewer Comn#rciel wc 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun cny sewer CommaFCial wc 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial wc 
Sun City Sewer C-1 WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
sun C i  sewer Commercial wc 
sun city sewer Commerdal wc 
Sun City Sawsr Cwnmsrdal WC 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
sun city sewer Canmercial wc 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewtar Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial wc 
Sun City Sever Commercial WC 
sun cny sewex cormwdal wc 
Sun City Sewer Commercicll WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
sun city sawer Commercial wc 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewer Commerdal WC 
Sun City Ssww Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewer Commerclal WC 
sun city sewer Commercial wc 
Sun Cny Sewer C m e r c i a l  WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun city sewer Commercial wc 
Sun City Sewer Cornmenial WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
sun City SeMK Commercial wc 
Sun City Sewer Commsnlal WC 
sun cii sewer CMNnerCial wc 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
sun city sewer Commercial wc 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WC 

Sun City Sewer Commercial WC Average: 

hits 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

3 

Typical Bills 
PlBssnt 
Ratss 

$5.64 
$11.28 
$16.92 
$22.56 
$28.20 
$33.84 
$39.48 
$45.12 
$50.16 
$56.40 
$62.04 
$67.68 
$73.32 
$78.96 
$84.60 
$90.24 
$95.88 

$101.52 
$107.16 
$1 12.80 
$118.44 
$124.08 
$129.72 
$135.36 
$141.00 
$146.64 
$152.26 
$157.92 
$163.56 
$169.20 
$174.84 
$180.48 
$186.12 
$191.76 
$197.40 
$203.04 
$208.68 
$214.32 
$219.96 
$225.60 
$231.24 
$236.88 
$242.52 
$248.16 
$253.80 
$259.44 
$265.08 
$270.72 
$276.36 
$282.00 
$287.64 
$293.28 
$298.92 
$304.58 
$310.20 

$16.11 

Proposd 
&&s 

$81.59 
$163.18 
$244.77 
$326.38 
$407.95 
$489.64 
$571.13 
$652.72 
$734.31 
$815.90 
$897.49 
$979.08 

$1,060.67 
$1,142.26 
$1,223.85 
$1.306.44 
$1.387.03 
$1,488.62 
$1,550.21 
$1,631 .80 
$1;1\3.39 
$1.794.98 
$1,876.57 
$1.958.16 
$2.039.75 
$2.121.34 
$2202.93 
$2,284.52 
$2.366.11 
$2,447.70 
$2.529.29 
$2,610.88 
$2,692.47 
$2,774.08 
$2,855.65 
$2,937.24 
$3,018.63 
$3,100.42 
$3.182.01 
$3,263.60 
$3,345.19 
$3,426.78 
$3,508.37 
$3.589.96 
$3,671.55 
$3,753.14 
$3.834.73 
$3,916.32 
$3,997.91 
$4,079.50 
$4,161.09 
$4.242.68 
54,324.27 
$4,405.86 
$4.481.45 

$233.11 

Proposed Increase 
& . w a g  

$ 75.95 1346.63% 
$ 151.90 1346.63% 
$ 227.85 1346.63% 
$ 303.80 1346.63% 
$ 379.75 1346.63% 
$ 455.70 1346.63% 
$ 531.65 1346.63% 
$ 607.60 1346.63% 
$ 683.55 1346.63% 
$ 759.50 1346.63% 
$ 835.45 1346.63% 
$ 911.40 1346.63% 
$ 987.35 1346.63% 
$ 1,063.30 1346.63% 
$ 1,139.25 1346.63% 
$ 1.215.20 1346.63% 
$ 1.291.15 1346.63% 
$ 1.367.10 1346.63% 
$ 1,443.05 1346.63% 
$ 1,519.00 1346.63% 
3 t.594.95 3346.63% 
$ 1.670.90 1346.63% 
$ 1,746.85 1346.63% 
$ 1.822.60 1346.63% 
$ 1,898.75 1346.63% 
$ 1,974.70 1346.63% 
$ 2,050.85 1346.83% 
$ 2,126.60 1346.63% 
$ 2.202.55 1346.63% 
$ 2.278.50 1346.63% 
$ 2,354.45 1346.63% 
$ 2,430.40 1346.63% 
$ 2.506.35 1346.63% 
$ 2.582.30 1346.63% 
$ 2,858.25 1346.63% 
$ 2,734.20 1346.63% 
$ 2.810.15 1346.63% 
$ 2.686.10 1346.63% 
$ 2.962.05 1346.63% 
$ 3.038.00 1346.63% 
$ 3.113.95 1346.63% 
$ 3,189.90 1346.83% 
$ 3.265.85 1346.63% 
$ 3,341.80 1346.63% 
$ 3,417.75 1346.63% 
$ 3.493.70 1346.63% 
$ 3.569.85 1346.63% 
$ 3.645.60 1346.63% 
$ 3.721.55 1346.63% 
$ 3.797.50 1346.63% 
$ 3,873.45 1346.63% 
$ 3,949.40 1346.63% 
$ 4.025.35 1346.63% 
$ 4.101.30 1346.63% 
$ 4.177.25 1346.63% 

$ 217.W 1346.63% 
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Wastewater DistriU Rata Design Pmceeding 
Typical Bill Analysis 
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Typical Bills 
Line Rata - No. Schedule 

1 A2MS3 
2 A2MS3 
3 A2MS3 
4 A2MS3 
5 A2MS3 
6 A2MS3 
7 A2MS3 
8 A2MS3 
9 A2MS3 

10 A2MS3 
11 A2MS3 
12 A2MS3 
13 A2MS3 
14 A2MS3 
15 MMS3 
16 A2MS3 
17 A2MS3 
18 A2MS3 
19 mS3 
20 A2MS3 
21 A2MS3 
22 A2MS3 
23 AZMS3 
24 A2MS3 
25 A2MS3 
26 A2MS3 
27 A2MS3 
28 A2MS3 
29 A2MS3 
30 A2MS3 
31 a s 3  
32 MMS3 
33 A2MS3 
34 A2MS3 
35 A2MS3 
38 MMS3 
37 A2MS3 
38 AZMS3 
39 A2MS3 
40 A2MS3 
41 A2MS3 
42 MMS3 
43 A2MS3 
44 A2MS3 
45 A2MS3 
46 A2MS3 
47 A2MS3 
48 A2MS3 
49 A2MS3 
50 A2MS3 
51 A2MS3 
52 A2MS3 
53 A2MS3 
54 A2MS3 
5!5 AZMS3 
56 
57 A2MS3 
ss 
59 
60 

pescriDtlorl 
Sun city Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commerclal DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commerdal DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Swmr Commercial DW 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sur C i  Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commerclal DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial DW 
Sm City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  Sewer Cornmenial DW 
Sun City S a w  Commercial DW 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial DW 
sun city - conmema . IDW 
Sun City Sewor Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sswer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commenial DW 
Sun City Sawer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  Sewer Commerdal DW 
Sun City Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City Sewer Comnmrcial DW 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  Saver Commercial DW 
Sun C i  Sewer Cornmenial DW 

Sun City W r  Commercial DW 

Units 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 

49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

ir 

48 

Average: 

Units 

PmSeri - 
m!B 

$43.03 
$86.06 

$129.08 
$172.12 
$215.15 
$258.18 
$301.21 
$344.24 
$387.27 
$430.30 
$473.33 
$516.36 
5559.39 
$602.42 
$845.45 
$688.48 
$731 S I  
$774.54 
$817.57 
5860.60 
Jgo3.63 
$W.Ss 
$989.89 

$1,032.72 
$1,075.75 
$i.ii8.78 
$1.161 .81 
$1,204.84 
$1.247.87 
$1,290.90 
$1,333.93 
$1,376.96 
$1,419.99 
$1,463.02 
$1,506.05 
$1.549.08 
$1.592.11 
$1,635.14 
$1.678.17 
$1,721.20 
$1,764.23 
$1.807.26 
$1.850.29 
$1 ,893.32 
$1.936.35 
$1.979.38 
$2,022.41 
$2,065.44 
$2,108.47 
$2,151.50 
$2.104.53 
$2.237.56 

$2.323.62 
$2,366.65 

$0.00 

t2.2ao.59 

Proposed Propwedineraase 
m&!z Amaunt 

$81.59 $ 38.56 
$163.18 $ 77.12 
$244.77 $ 115.68 
$326.36 $ 154.24 
$407.95 $ 192.80 
$489.54 $ 231.38 
$571.13 $ 269.92 
$652.72 $ 308.48 
$734.31 $ 347.04 
$815.90 $ 385.60 
$897.49 $ 424.16 
$979.08 $ 462.72 

$1.080.67 $ 501.28 
$1.142.26 $ 539.84 
$1,223.85 $ 578.40 
$1,305.44 $ 616.96 
$1,387.03 $ 655.52 
$1,468.62 $ 694.08 
$1.550.21 $ 732.64 
$1.831.80 $ 771.20 
$1.713.39 $ 809.76 
$1,704.98 $ 848.32 
$1,876.57 $ 886.88 
$1,958.16 $ 925.44 
$2.039.75 $ 964.00 
$2.121.34 $ 1.002.58 
$2,202.93 $ 1.041.12 
$2,284.52 $ 1.079.68 
$2,258.11 $ 1,118.24 
$2,447.70 $ 1,158.80 
$2.529.29 $ 1,195.36 
$2,610.88 $ 1,233.92 
$2.692.47 $ 1,272.48 
$2,774.06 $ 1.311.04 
$2.855.65 $ 1,349.60 
$2,937.24 $ 1,388.16 
$3.018.83 $ 1,426.72 
$3,100.42 $ 1,46528 
$3,182.01 $ 1,503.84 
$3.283.60 $ 1.542.40 
$3.345.19 $ 1,580.96 
$3,426.78 $ 1.619.52 
$3.508.37 $ 1.658.08 
$3.589.96 $ 1.698.64 
$3.671.55 $ 1,735.20 
$3.753.14 $ 1,773.76 

$3,916.32 $ 1,650.88 
$3,997.91 $ 1,889.44 

$4,161.09 $ 1.968.56 
$4,242.68 $ 2.005.12 
$4,324.27 $ 2.043.68 

$4,487.45 $ 2.120.80 

$3,834.73 s 1.812.32 

$4,079.50 1,928.00 

$4,405.86 $ 2.082.24 

50.00 $ - 

% 
8c61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61 % 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 

89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
69.61% 
89.61 % 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61°/a 
69.61% 

89.61 % 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
69.61% 
69.61% 
69.61% 
89.61% 
80.61% 
89.61% 

89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 

69.61 % 
89.61 % 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 
89.61% 

89.61% 

89.61% 

89.61 9~ 

89.61% 

89.61% 

O.W% 
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Waslawater D W  Rate Design Proceeding 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Dockel NO: W-1303A49-0343; SW-1303A49-0343 

Typical Bills 

18 A2MS4 
I 9  A2MS4 
20 MMs4 
21 A 2 M S 4  
22 AWS4 
23 A2MS4 
24 A2MS4 
25 A2MS4 
26 MMS4 
27 A2MS4 
28 A2MS4 
29 A2Ms4 
30 mS4 
31 A2MS4 
32 MMS4 
33 A 2 M S 4  
34 A2MS4 
35 A2MS4 
36 AzMs4 
37 A2Ms4 
38 A2MS4 
39 mS4 
40 A2MS4 
41 A2Ms4 
42 A2MS4 
43 mS4 
44 A2MS4 
45 A 2 M S 4  
46 A2MS4 
47 A2MS4 
48 A2MS4 
49 A2Ms4 
50 A 2 M S 4  
51 A2MS4 
52 A2MS4 
53 A2Ms4 
54 A 2 M S 4  
5s A2MS4 
56 
57 A2MS4 
58 
59 
w 

Urts Rete 
!& Schedule PesaiDth 

1 A 2 M S 4  Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
2 mS4 sun city SwUr Commercial WM 
3 A2MS4 Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
4 A2MS4 Sun Clty Sewer Commercial WM 
5 A2MS4 Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
6 A2MS4 Sun C i  Sewer Commercial WM 
7 A2MS4 Sun City SeMK Commrcial WM 
8 A2MS4 Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
9A2MS4 SunCilySewerCMnmmialWM 

10 A2MS4 Sun C i  Sewer Commenial WM 
11 A2MS4 Sun C i  SeMK Commercial WM 
12 A2Ms4 Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
13 A2MS4 Sun C i  Sewsr Commercial WM 
14 A2MS4 Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
15 A2MS4 Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
16 A2MS4 Sun C i i  Swbr Commercial WM 
17 A2MS4 Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 

Sun C i  Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun City S m  Commercial WM 
Sun Clty Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun City Sswer Commercial WM 
sun C i  sewer COmmMeiel WM 
sun c 6  sewer Commercial WM 
sun city SeMK comnercial WM 
Sun CHy S e w  Commercial WM 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Ci Sewer Cornmenial WM 

Sun City Sewer CommcKeial WM 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun city Sewer Commercial WM 
sun city Sewercwnmarcial WM 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun City Sewr Commercial WM 
Sun Cf Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
sun cily sawer Commercial WM 
Sun City Sewer Comnwrcial WM 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Clty Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  Seww Commercial WM 

Sun Cf Sewer Commercial WM 
sun city sewer Commercia1 WM 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i i  Seww Commercial WM 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Cny Sewer Commarclal WM 

sun C i  sewer Commercial WM 

Sun City Sewer Colrmercipl WM 

Sun City Sewar Ckinmem '#WM 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
16 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

Average: 2 

Present 

$10.48 
$20.96 
$31.44 
$41.92 
$52.40 
$62.88 
$73.36 
$83.84 
$94.32 

5104.80 
$1 15.26 
$125.76 
$136.24 
$146.72 
$157.20 
$167.68 
$178.18 
$188.64 
$199.12 
$209.80 
$220.08 
$230.58 
$241.04 
$251 52  
$262.00 
$272.48 
$282.98 
$293.44 
$303.92 
$314.40 
$324.88 
5335.38 
$345.64 
$356.32 
9366.80 
$377.28 
$387.76 
$398.24 
5408.72 
$419.20 
$429.68 
5440.16 
5450.64 
$461.12 
$471 .Bo 
$482.06 
$492.56 
$503.04 
$513.52 
$524.00 
$534.48 
$544.96 
$555.44 
$565.92 
$576.40 

szo.96 

Proposed propodad 
Bates k!EQu@! 

$81.59 $ 71.11 
$163.18 $ 142.22 
$244.77 $ 213.33 
$326.36 $ 284.44 
$407.95 $ 355.55 
$489.54 $ 426.66 
$571.13 $ 497.77 
$652.72 $ 588.88 
$734.31 $ 639.99 
$815.90 $ 711.10 
$897.49 $ 782.21 
$979.08 $ 853.32 

$1,060.67 $ 924.43 
$1.142.26 $ 995.54 
$1.223.85 $ 1.08665 
$1,305.44 $ 1.137.76 
$1.387.03 $ 1,208.87 
$1,468.62 $ 1.279.98 
$1.550.21 8 1.351.09 
$1,631.80 . $ 1.422.20 
$1,713.39 $ 1.493.31 
$1.794.98 $ 1.564.42 
$1.676.57 $ 1,835.53 
$1,958.16 $ 1.706.64 
$2,039.75 $ 1.777.75 
$2.121.34 $ 1,848.86 
$2.202.93 $ 1.919.97 
$2.284.52 $ 1,991.08 
$2,366.11 $ 2'062.19 
52.447.70 $ 2.133.30 
$2,529.29 $ 2,204.41 
$2,610.88 $ 2.275.52 
$2,692.47 $ 2,346.63 
$2.774.06 $ 2,417.74 
$2.855.85 S 2.468.65 
$2.937.24 $ 2.559.96 
$3,018.83 $ 2.631.07 
$3.100.42 $ 2,702.18 
$3.182.01 $ 2,773.29 
$3,263.60 $ 2.844.40 
$3,345.19 $ 2.915.51 
$3.426.76 $ 2.986.62 
$3.508.37 $ 3,057.73 
$3,589.98 5 3.128.84 
$3,671.55 $ 3.199.95 
$3.753.14 $ 3.271.08 
$3.634.73 5 3,342.17 
$3,916.32 S 3.413.26 
$3,997.91 $ 3,484.39 
$4.079.50 5 3.555.50 
$4,161.09 $ 3,626.61 
54,242.68 $ 3,697.72 
$4,324.27 $ 3.768.83 
$4.405.86 $ 3.639.94 
$4,467.45 5 3,911.05 

$163.18 $ 142.22 

lnuease 
% 

678753% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
676.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
676.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
676.53% 
678.53% 
676.53% 
676.53% 
678.53% 
676.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
676.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
676.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
676.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
676.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 
678.53% 

678.53% 

Units 
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Typical Bills 
Line Rata 
&s&W 

1 A2MS5 
2 A2MS5 
3 A2MS5 
4 A2MS5 
5 A2MS5 
6 A2MS5 
7 A2MS5 
8 A2MS5 
9 A2M.S 

10 A2M.S 
11 MUS5 
12 A2MS5 
13 A2MS5 
14 A2MS5 
15 A2MS5 
16 A2MS5 
17 A2MS5 
18 A2MS5 
19 A2MS5 
20 A2MS5 
21 NUS5 
22 MMS5 

24 A2MS5 
25 A2MS5 
26 A2MS5 
27 A2MS5 
28 A2MS5 
29 A2MS5 
30 A2MS5 
31 A 2 M . S  
32 MMS5 
33 A2MS5 
34 A2MS5 
35 MMS5 
36 A2M.S 
37 A2MS5 
30 A2YS5 
39 A2MS5 
40 A2MS5 
41 A2MS5 
42 M U S 5  
43 A2MS5 
44 A2MS5 
45 A2MS5 
46 WSS 
47 A2MS5 
48 A2MS5 
49 A2MS5 
50 A2MS5 
51 A2YS5 
52 A2MS5 
53 A2MS5 
54 A2MS5 
55 A 2 M S  
56 
57 A2MS5 
58 
59 
60 

23 A2rn.S 

Descridon 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun Cky Sawar Commercial WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercisl WR 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun Cny Sewer Commdal WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
sun City sewercommerdal WR 
Sun City Sewer C o m m a 1  WR 
Sun C i  Sewer Commenlal WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  Sewer Commenial WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial WR 

Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun CHy Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Sewer Commacia1 WR 
sun cny sa~ar c~mmerciai WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  Sewer Commardal WR mw-- 'a1 WR 
S u n C i  Sewer commsniai WR 
Sun City Sewer Commerclai WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun CHy Sewer Cornmenial WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  Sewer Commda l  WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
sun C i  savmf C-d l  WR 
Sun Cky Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Seww Commaniai WR 
Sun City Swef Commercial WR 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  Sawar Commercial WR 
Sun City Sawar Commda l  WR 
Sun Cky Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Swur CommMeial WR 
Sun City S w r  Commercial WR 
Sun City SeWcK Commercial Wf? 

Sun City Sewer Commercial WR 

sun city sewer Carmerciel WR 

&& 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
8 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

Average: 

Consumpiion 

Prasent 
Rates 

$21.31 
$42.62 
$63.93 
$85.24 

$106.55 
$127.88 
$149.17 
$170.48 
$191.79 
$213.10 
$234.41 
$255.72 
$277.03 
$298.34 
$319.85 
$340.96 
$362.27 
$303.58 
$404.89 
$426.20 
$447.51 
5488.82 
$490.13 
$511.44 
$532.75 
$554.08 
$575.37 
$596.68 
$617.99 
$639.30 
W . 6 1  
$681 .w 
$703.23 
$724.54 
$745.85 
$767.16 
$788.47 
$609.78 
$831.09 
$852.40 
$673.71 
$895.02 
$916.33 
$937.64 
$958.95 
$980.26 

$1,001.57 
$1.022.88 
$1.044.19 
$1.065.50 
$1,086.81 
$1,108.12 
$1,129.43 
$1.150.74 
$1,172.05 

50.00 

Proposed Pmp0-d 
mes Amount 

$81.59 $ 60.28 
$163.18 $ 120.56 
$244.77 $ 180.84 
$328.38 $ 241.12 
$407.95 $ 301.40 
$489.54 $ 381.68 
$571.13 $ 421.96 
$652.72 $ 462.24 
$734.31 $ 542.52 
$615.90 $ 602.80 
$697.49 $ 863.08 
$979.06 $ 723.38 

$1.060.67 $ 783.64 
$1.142.26 $ 843.92 
$1,223.85 $ 904.20 
$1,305.44 $ 964.48 
$1.387.03 $ 1.024.76 
$1,468.62 $ 1,085.04 
$1,550.21 $ 1.145.32 
$1.631.80 $ 1,205.60 
$1,713.39 $ 1.265.88 
$1.794.98 $ 1.326.16 
$1.876.57 $ 1,386.44 
$1.956.16 $ 1.446.72 
$2.039.75 $ 1.507.00 
$2.121.34 $ 1,567.28 
$2.202.93 $ 1.627.56 
$2.284.52 $ 1.687.84 
$2,366.11 $ 1.748.12 
$2.447.70 $ 1,808.40 
$2.529.29 $ 1,868.68 
$2,610.88 $ 1.928.98 
$2,692.47 5 1.989.24 
$2.774.08 $ 2,049.52 
$2,855.65 $ 2,109.80 
$2,937.24 5 2.170.08 
$3,018.83 $ 2230.38 
$3,100.42 $ 2,290.64 
$3,182.01 $ 2.350.92 
$3,263.80 $ 2.411.20 
$3345.19 $ 2,471.48 
$3,426.78 $ 2.531.76 
$3,506.37 $ 2.592.04 
$3.589.96 $ 2.652.32 
$3.671.55 $ 2,712.80 
$3,753.t4 $ 2.772.88 
$3.834.73 $ 2,833.16 
$3,916.32 $ 2.893.U 
$3.997.91 S 2,953.72 
$4.079.50 $ 3.014.00 
$4,181.09 $ 3.074.26 
$4.242.68 $ 3.134.56 
$4.324.27 $ 3.194.84 
$4,405.86 $ 3.255.12 
$4,487.45 $ 3,315.40 

50.00 $ - 

lnaease 
!!5 

282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.8% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
262.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
262.87% 
202.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.67% 
262.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
262.87% 
262.87% 
262.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
202.87% 
262.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
282.87% 
262.87% 
282.87% 

0.00% 
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EPCOR Water Arizona Inc -Sun Clty Wastewater 

Wastewaler Disbid Rate Design pmcasding 
Typical BIII Analysis 

Docket No: W-1303A-094343; SW-1303A49-0343 

Una Rate 

1 A2MSP 
2 A2MSP 
3 A2MSP 
4 A2MSP 
5 A2MSP 
6 A2MSP 
7 MMSP 
8 A2MSP 
9 A2MSP 

10 A2MSP 
11 A2MSP 
12 A2MSP 
13 A2MSP 
14 MMSP 
15 A2MSP 
16 A2MSP 
17 MMSP 
18 MMSP 
19 A2MSP 
20 A2MSP 
21 AWSP 
22 A2MSP 
23 A2MSP 
24 A2MSP 
25 A2MSP 
28 A2MSP 
27 A2MSP 
28 MMSP 
29 A2MSP 
30 AWSP 
31 MMSP 
32 AZMSP 
33 A2MSP 
34 A2MSP 
35 A2MSP 
38 AZMSP 
37 A2MSP 
38 A2MSP 
39 A2MSP 
40 A2MSP 
41 A2MSP 
42 A2MSP 
43 A2MSP 
44 AMnSP 
45 A2MSP 
48 AWSP 
47 A2MSP 
48 A2MSP 
49 A2MSP 
50 A2MSP 
51 A2MSP 
52 A2MSP 
53 A2MSP 
54 A2MSP 
55 A2MSP 
56 
51 A2MSP 
58 
59 
80 

k S & M ! &  pescriDtiMl 
Sun City Sew8r Paradise Park VU 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun C i  Sewer Paradise Park VU 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park VU 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun City Sawer Paradise Park VU 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun City Sewer Paradlse Park IN 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park VU 
Sun Ci Sewer Paradise Park W 
Sun C i  Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park VU 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park VU 
sw, C i  sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun C i  Sewer Paradise Park I/U 
Sun C i i  Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun C i  Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park VV 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun City Sawer Paradise Park IN 
Sun C i  Sewef Paradise Park IN 
Sun CHy Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun City Sewar Paradise Park IIU 
sun city Sewar Paradise Park IN 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun C i  Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park VU 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Psrlc IN 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park i/U 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park W 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park I/U 
sun C i  sewer Paradise Park uu 
sun city Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun City Sewer Paradise park IN 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park W 
Sun CHy Sewer Paradise Park VU 
sun city sewer Paradise Park W 
Sun Ci %war Paradise Park W 
Sun Cty  Sewer Paradise Park VU 
Sun Ci Sewer Paradise Park VU 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun C i  Sewer Paradlse Park IN 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park Vu 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park VU 
Sun C i  Sewar Paradise Park VU 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park W 
Sun C i  Sewer Paradise Park VU 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park Vu 
Sun City Sewer Paradise Park IN 
Sun C i  Sewar Paradise Park W 
Sun Cily Sewer Paradise Park W 

Sun city Sawer Paradise Park IN 

Sun City Sawer Pmdiss Park IN 

100.000 
m.ooo 
300,000 
4wJoo 
m.000 
600,000 
700,000 
800,000 
900,000 

l.Mx),WO 
1.100.000 
1.200.000 
1,300.ooo 
1,400,000 
1,500,000 
1.600,OOO 
1,700,000 
1,800,000 
1.900.000 
2,000,000 
2,100.000 
2.200.000 
2.300,000 
2.400,oao 
2.500.000 
2.m,000 
2,700,000 
2.800.000 
2,900,000 
3,000,000 
3.100.000 
3.200.000 
3,300.000 
3.400.000 
3.500.000 
3.800.o(xI 
3,700,000 
3.800.000 
3,900,000 
4.000.000 
4.1 00,000 
4.200,000 
4.300.m 
4,400,000 
4.500,OOo 
4,600,000 
4,700,000 
4.800.000 
4,900,000 
5.000,000 
5.100.000 
5,200,000 
5.300,000 
5,400,000 
5.5w.m 

Average: 2,506,583 

Present 
w 
$8,899.39 
$9.087.09 
$9,274.79 
$9.462.49 
$9.850.19 
$9,837.89 

$10,025.59 
$10,213.29 
$10,400.99 
510,588.69 
$10,778.39 
$10,984.09 
$11.151.79 
$1 1,339.49 
$1 I ,527.19 
$11,714.89 
$11,902.59 
$12,090.29 
$12.277.99 
$12,465.69 
$12,653.39 
$12,841.09 
$13.028.19 
$1 3.21 6.49 
$13,404.19 
$13,591.89 
$13,779.59 
$13,961.29 
$14,154.99 
$14,342.69 
$14.530.39 
$14.718.09 
$14,905.79 
$15.093.49 
$15,281.19 
$15,488.89 
$15,656.59 
$15,844.29 
$16,031.99 
$1 6,219.69 
$16,407.39 
$16,595.09 
$16,782.79 
$1 6,970.49 
$17.158.19 
$17,345.89 
$17,533.59 
$1 7.721.29 
$17,908.99 
$18,096.69 
$18.284.39 
$18,472.09 
$18.659.79 
$1 8,847.49 
$19.m.19 

$13.416.55 

Typical Bllls 
Proposed Pmposedlr 

Rateo 4!m!ml 
$13,416.00 $ 4.516.61 
$13.416.00 $ 4,328.91 
$13.416.00 $ 4.141.21 
$13,416.00 $ 3,953.51 
$13,416.00 $ 3,765.81 
$13.416.00 $ 3,578.11 
$13.418.00 $ 3,390.41 
$13,416.00 $ 3.202.71 
$13,416.00 $ 3.015.01 
$13.416.00 $ 2.827.31 
$13,416.00 $ 2.639.61 
$13,416.00 S 2,451.91 
$13,416.00 $ 2.284.21 
$13,418.00 S 2,076.51 
$13,416.00 $ 1,888.81 
$13.418.00 $ 1,701.11 
$13.416.00 $ 1.513.41 
$13,416.00 $ 1.325.71 
$13,416.00 $ 1,138.01 
$13,418.00 $ 950.31 
$13.416.00 $ 762.61 
$13,416.00 $ 574.91 
$13,418.00 $ 387.21 
$13,416.00 $ 199.51 
$13,416.00 $ 11.81 
$13,416.00 $ (175.89) 
$13,416.00 $ (363.59) 
$13,416.00 $ (551.29) 
$13,416.00 $ (738.99) 
$13,416.00 $ (928.89) 
$13.416.00 $ (1,114.39) 
$13.416.00 $ (1,302.09) 
$13.416.00 $ (1.489.79) 
$13,416.00 S (1.677.49) 
$13.416.00 J (1.065.19) 
$13.416.00 $ (2.052.89) 
$13,416.00 $ (2,240.59) 
$13.416.00 $ (2,428.29) 
$13.416.00 $ (2.615.88) 
$13.416.00 $ (2,803.69) 
$13.416.00 $ (2,991.39) 
$13.416.00 $ (3.179.09) 
$13,416.00 $ (3.366.79) 
$13,416.00 $ (3.554.49) 
$13,416.00 $ (3,74219) 
$13.416.00 $ (3,929.89) 
$13.416.00 $ (4.117.59) 
$13.416.00 $ (4,305.29) 
$13.418.00 $ (4,492.99) 
$13,418.00 $ (4,sS0.89) 
$13.418.00 $ (4.888.39) 
$13.416.00 $ (5,056.09) 
$13.416.00 $ (5.243.79) 
$13.416.00 $ (5.431.49) 
$13.416.00 $ (5.619.19) 

$13.418.00 $ (0.S) 

m a s e  
1 

50.75% 
47.64% 
44.65% 
41.78% 
39.02% 
38.37% 
33.82% 
31.36% 
26.99% 
26.70% 
24.49% 
22.36% 
20.30% 
18.31% 
16.39% 
14.52% 
12.71% 
10.97% 
9.27% 
7.62% 
6.03% 
4.48% 
2.97% 
1.51% 
0 . W  

-1.29% 
-2.64% 
-3.95% 
-5.22% 
-6.46% 
-7.67% 
6.85% 
-9.99% 

-11.11% 
-12.21% 
-13.27% 
-14.31% 
-15.33% 
-18.32% 
-17.29% 
-18.23% 
-19.16% 
-20.06% 
-20.95% 
-21.81% 
-22.86% 
-23.48% 
-24.29% 
-25.09% 
-25.86% 
-26.63% 
-27.37% 
-28.1046 
-28.82% 
-29.52% 

0.00% 

Consumption 



EPCOR Water Arkons Inc - Sun Clty Wastewater 

Wasiewaef Distrid Rate Design Proceeding 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Docket NO: W-I3o31\-0903433 SW-1303A-090343 

Line Rate 
& &hedule 

1 A2SIA 
2 A2SIA 
3 A2SIA 
4 A2SIA 
5 A2SlA 
6 A2SlA 
7 A2SlA 
8 MSlA 
9 A2SlA 

10 A2SlA 
11 A2SIA 
12 A2SIA 
13 A2SIA 
14 A2SlA 
15 A2SlA 
16 A2SlA 
17 A2SlA 
18 A2SlA 
19 A2SlA 
20 A2SlA 
21 A2SlA 
22 A2SlA 
23 A2S1 A 
24 A2S1 A 
25 A2SIA 
26 A2SIA 
27 A2SIA 
28 A2SIA 
29 A2SIA 
30 A2SIA 
31 A2SlA 
32 A2SlA 
33 A2SlA 
34 A2SIA 
35 A2SlA 
36 A2SlA 
37 A2SlA 
38 A2SlA 
39 MSlA 
40 A2SlA 
41 A2SIA 
42 A2SlA 
43 A2S1 A 
44 A2SlA 
45 A2SlA 
46 A2SlA 
47 A2SlA 
48 MSlA 
49 A2SlA 
50 A2SlA 
51 A2SlA 
52 A2SlA 
53 A2SlA 
54 A2SlA 
55 A2SlA 
56 
57 A2SlA 
58 
59 
60 

peSaiiDtin 
sun CMy sewer cmmerciai s unit 518" x 34" 
sun city sswer Commenial s unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit W x 34" 
Sun Cky Sewer Commercial S Unit5/8* x 314" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commsrcial 8 Unit W x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun city Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 314" 

Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 518. x W4" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercbl S Unit 5/8" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Commsrcial S Unit 518" x 34" 

Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer commerdal S Unl 5B" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer C-l S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Comnerclal S Unn 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 5/8" x 314" 
Sun C i  S6wer Commercial S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 518-x 314" 
Sun City Sewar Commercial S UniI518" x 314" 
SunCitySewerCcmmerae . ISUnit5/8"x3/4" 
Sun City Sewer ccmmanisl S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 518' x 314" 
sun city sewer cmrcial s Unit m x 3 &  
Sun CNy Sewer Carmenial S Unit 518- x 314" 
Sun City Sewer canmercla . IS Unit 5Wx3/4" 
Sun City Sewer Commardal S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Cwnmercial S Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun C i i  Sewar Commercial S Unit 518-x 314 
Sun Cny Sewer Commercial S Unit 518- x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Comwclal S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Cwnmercial 8 Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commedal S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S UniI518' x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun Cky Sewer Commardal S Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commenial S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sswer Commercial S IJnit5W x 314" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commenlal S Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Comnenial S Unit 38" x 34" 
Sun CQ Sewer Carmdal S Unit 518-x 314" 
Sun City %war C m l  S Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sauw Carmerdal S Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 518" x 314" 

Sun Cty Saver Commcmlal S Unit 518" x 314" 

sun city sewer Commercial s unit 518" x 34- 

sun city sewer Commercial s unit 518' x 34" 

1 ,000 
1.100 
1.200 
1.300 
1.400 
1.500 
1.600 
1,700 
1,800 
1 ,900 
2.000 
2.100 
2.200 
2.300 
2,400 
2,500 
2,800 
2,700 
2.800 
2,m 
3,000 
3.1 00 
3.200 
3,300 
3.400 
3.500 
3.800 
3.700 
3.800 
3.900 
4,000 
4.100 
4.200 
4,300 
4.400 
4,5M) 
4,800 
4.700 
4.800 
4.900 
5.000 
5.100 
5/00 
5.300 
5.400 
5.500 
5.800 
5.700 
5,600 
5,900 
6.000 
6.100 
6.200 
%,300 

AWR3ge: 2,399 

Consumption 

Exhibit 
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Witness: Gutowski 

Typical Bills 
Present 
Rates 

$9.20 
$10.49 
$10.61 
$10.74 
$10.87 
$11.00 
$11.13 
$11.26 
$1 1.39 
$1 1 5 2  
$1 1.64 
$1 1.77 
$11.90 
$12.03 
$12.16 
$12.29 
$12.42 
$12.54 
$12.67 
$12.60 
$12.93 
$13.06 
$13.19 
$13.32 
$13.44 
$13.57 
$13.70 
$13.83 
$13.96 
$14.09 
$14.22 
$14.34 
$14.47 
$14.80 
$14.73 
$14.86 
$14.99 
$15.12 
$15.25 
$15.37 
$15.50 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 

$12.29 

Proposed Proposedlnaease 
RataS U %  

$81.59 $ 72.39 78F85% 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 S 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$61.59 $ 
$81.59 s 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 5 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 E 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 

$81.59 $ 

71.10 678.07% 
70.98 668.64% 
70.65 659.44% 
70.72 850.46% 
70.59 641.68% 
70.46 633.11% 
70.33 624.73% 
70.20 616.55% 
70.07 608.54% 
69.95 800.72% 
69.62 593.06% 
69.69 585.57% 
69.56 578.24% 
69.43 571.07% 
69.30 564.04% 
69.17 557.16% 
69.05 550.42% 
68.92 543.82% 
68.79 537.35% 
68.66 531.01% 
68.53 524.80% 
68.40 518.71% 
68.27 512.73% 
68.15 506.87% 
68.02 501.12% 
67.09 495.47% 
67.76 489.94% 
67.63 484.50% 
67.50 479.16% 
67.37 473.92% 
67.25 458.78% 
67.12 463.72% 
66.99 458.76% 
66.86 453.68% 
66.73 449.08% 
66.80 444.37% 
66.47 439.74% 
66.34 435.19% 
66.22 430.71% 
66.09 426.31% 
65.96 421.98% 
65.96 421.98% 
65.96 421.98% 
S.96 421.98% 
65.96 421.98% 
65.96 421.98% 
65.96 421.98% 
65.96 421.98% 
65.96 421.98% 
65.96 421.98% 
65.96 421.98% 
65.96 421.98% 
65.96 421.98% 
65.96 421.98% 

69.30 564.11% 
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EFCOR Water Mmna Inc - Sun CKy Wastewater 

W&ewater Distrld W e  Praxding 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Docket NO: W-130WOM343; SW-1303A4S-0343 

Line Rate 
M%s&&m!e PesCrlWpa 

1 A2SIB 
2 A2SIB 
3 A2S10 
4 A2S10 
5 A2s10 
6 A2SIB 
7 A2s10 
8 A2SIB 
9 A2Sl0 

10 A2SlB 
11 A2SIB 
12 A230  
13 A2SIB 
14 /US10 
15 A2.510 
16 A2S1B 
17 A2SIB 
18 A2SIB 
19 A2s10 
20 A2SIB 
21 A2s10 
22 A2S10 
23 AZSlB 
24 A2SIB 
25 A2SIB 
26 A2SlB 
27 A2s10 
28 A2S10 
29 A2S10 
30 A2S10 
31 A2SIB 
32 A2sm 
33 A2SlB 
34 A2S10 
35 A2SIB 
36 A2S18 
37 A2s10 
38 /us10 
39 A2s10 
40 A2SlB 
41 A2SlB 
42 A2SIB 
43 A2s10 
44 A2SIB 
45 A2S10 
48 A2S18 
47 MS10 
46 A2SIB 
49 A 2 3 0  
50 A2s10 
51 A2S10 
52 A2S10 
53 A2S10 
54 IUS10 
55 A2SlB 
56 
57 MSlB 
58 
59 
60 

Sun CiW Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun cnj, Sewer cmnnercial s Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit I" 
Sun City Sewer C m r c i a l  S Unit I" 
sun city Smver Commerdal s unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commaial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commerdal S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1' 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun C i  S%wer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City S e m ~  Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commanial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sews Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit I" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commerclal S Unit 1" 
Sun City S-r Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial S Unit I" 
Sun city Sewer Commenial s Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City SaMK Commrcial S Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 

Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit I" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commerdal S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commwdal S Unit 1" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commerdal S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sawer Commercial S Urn I" 
sun cny sewer Cwnmerdal s unii 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commerdal S Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commerdal S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commerdal S Unit 1" 
Sun City Smver Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun Clty Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewr Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unil 1" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commrcial S Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1" 
Sun Clty Smver Commerclal S Unit 1" 

Sun City Sewr Commercial S unit 1" 

sur\ City sawer ccmmrcial s unit 1" 

Average 

Unlts 

500 
1 ,000 
1.500 
2.000 
2.500 
3.000 
3.500 
4,000 
4,500 
5,000 
5,500 
6,ooo 
6,500 
7.000 
7.500 
8,000 
8,500 
9.OOO 
9,500 

l0,oOo 
10.500 
11,000 
11,500 
12,000 
12.500 
13.000 
13,500 
14,000 
14,500 
15,000 
15,500 
16.000 
16.500 
17,000 
17.500 
18.000 
18,500 
19,000 
19,500 
20.000 
20.500 
21 ,000 
21.500 
22,000 
22.500 
23,000 
23,500 
24,000 
24.500 
25,000 
25.500 
26,000 
26,500 
27.000 

7,926 

Rates 
$23.02 
$23.66 
$24.31 
$24.95 
$25.59 
$26.24 
$26.68 
$27.52 
$28.16 
$28.81 
$29.45 
530.09 
$30.74 
$31.38 
$32.02 
$32.67 
$33.31 
$33.95 
534.60 
$35.24 
$25.68 
$36.53 
$37.17 
$37.81 
$38.45 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
539.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
539.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
539.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
539.10 
539.10 
539.10 

$33.21 

Proposed Proposedlncreass 
BQ?.e2 & ! m E ! %  

$81.59 $ 58.57 2c43% 
$81.59 s 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 5 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 5 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 5 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 L 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 5 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 

$81.59 S 

57.93 
57.28 
56.64 
56.00 
55.35 
54.71 
54.07 
53.43 
52.78 
52.14 
51.50 
50.85 
50.21 
49.57 
48.92 
46.28 
47.64 
46.99 
46.35 
45.71 
45.06 
44.42 
43.78 
43.14 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 
42.49 

48.38 

244.60% 
235.68% 
227.02% 
218.81% 
210.99% 
203.55% 
196.46% 
189.69% 
183.2% 
177.04% 
171.12% 
165.44% 
160.00% 
154.76% 
149.77% 
144.94% 
140.30% 
135.84% 
131 33% 
127.38% 
123.38% 
119.52% 
115.78% 
112.17% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.88% 
108.68% 
108.88% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.88% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
108.68% 
106.68% 

145.65% 

Ccnsumptii 



EPCOR W&r Arlzonr Inc - Sun Cky Wartwater 

Wastewater Dlstrld Rate Daakn Proceedm 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Dock& NO: W-1303A-09-0343; SW-1303A-Oaw43 

una Rate 

2 M S l C  
3 MSIC 
4 MSIC 
5 M S l C  
6 M S I C  
7 M S l C  
8 M S I C  
9 M S l C  

10 M S l C  
11 MSIC 
12 M S I C  
13 MSIC 
14 MSIC 
15 A2SIC 
18 M S l C  
17 M S I C  
18 M S I C  
19 A2SlC 
20 A2SlC 
21 A2SlC 
22 M S I C  
23 A2SIC 
24 MSIC 
25 MSIC 
26 M S l C  
27 M S I C  
20 A2SIC 
29 M S l C  
30 MSIC 
31 A2SIC 
32 MSIC 
33 MSIC 
34 MSIC 
35 A2SIC 
36 M S I C  
37 M S l C  
38 M S l C  
39 A2SlC 
40 MSIC 
41 MSIC 
42 MSIC 
43 MSIC 
44 M S l C  
45 M S I C  
46 A2SlC 
47 M S l C  
48 MSIC 
49 M S l C  
50 MSIC 
51 A2SIC 
52 M S I C  
53 M S l C  
54 M S l C  
55 A2SIC 
56 
57 M S I C  
58 

!&s&?uQ ~SUiDuQQ 
1 MS1C Sun City Sewer Commenial S unit 1 112' 

Sun City Sewer Commercial S lhUi 1 l/2" 
Sun City Sewer Canmrcial S Unit 1 llr 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun City sewer Commercfal S Unit 1 In" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit I 1I2" 
Sur C i  Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S U n H  1 in' 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S UnH 1 lI2" 
sun city s a m ~  commerciai s unit I 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S UnitIlI2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewr Commercial S Unit1 112" 
sun city sewer commercia~ s unit i 112" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Canmercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit I 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun city Sewer Commercial S Unit I 112- 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 In" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Mil 1 lI2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit I 1/2" 
sun city sewer Commercbl s unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 1Q' 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S unit 1 1IT 
sun city sewer commercbi s unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
sun c i i ~ c o m m s r c i a l  s unit 1 In" 
Sun City Sewer Commarclal S Unlt 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 In" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun Cny Sewer Commerclai S Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S UnH 1 112" 
Sun CQ Sewer Commercial S Uni 1 lI2" 
sun cny SemK Commercial s unit I 112" 
Sun City Sswer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Ccmmercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial S Unit I 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S unit 1 112" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 
sun city Sewer COmmercial s unit 1 1/2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 iI2" 
Sun City Sewr Commercial S Unit I 112" 
Sun City Sewer CommcKdel S Unn I 112" 
Sun C i  Sewar Commercial S Unit 1 ID 
sun city sewer commniai s unit I 112. 
Sun City Sewer Cornmenial S UnH 1 112" 
Sun Ci Sawsr Commercial S hit 1 ln' 

Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 1 112" 

59 
60 

Exhibit 
Schedule H-4 

Page 15 
witoess: Outowski 

_- 

~ 

m 
1 ,000 
2,000 
3,000 
4.000 
5.000 
6,000 
7,000 
~ .000  
9.000 

10,000 
11,000 
12.000 
13.000 
14.000 
15,000 
16,000 
17.000 
18,000 
19,000 
20,000 
21 ,000 
22,000 
23,000 
24.000 
25.000 
28.000 
27.000 
28.000 
29.000 
30.000 
31,000 
32.000 
33.000 
34,000 
35.000 
36.000 
37.000 
38,000 
39.000 
40,m 
41 ,000 
42.000 
43,000 
u.m 
45.m 
46.000 
47.000 
48.000 
49,000 
50.000 
51.000 
52.000 
53,000 
54.000 
55,000 

Average: 17,622 

Consumpiion 

T~olcal Bills 
PWMii-. 
B!%Qs 

$47.31 
$48.59 
$49.88 
$51.16 
$52.45 
$53.74 
$55.02 
$56.31 
$57.60 
$56.88 
$60.17 
$81.45 
$62.74 
$64.03 
$65.31 
$66.60 
$67.89 
$89.17 
$70.46 
$71.74 
$73.03 
$74.32 
$75.60 
$76.89 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.10 

568.69 

* A m o u n t  
$81.59 $ 34.28 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 5 
$81.59 5 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 5 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 I 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 8 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 S 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 5 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 

$81.59 $ 

33.00 
31.71 
30.43 
29.14 
27.85 
26.57 
25.28 
23.99 
22.71 
21.42 
20.14 
18.85 
17.58 
16.28 
14.99 
13.70 
12.42 
11.13 
9.85 
8.56 
7.27 
5.99 
4.70 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3,41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 
3.41 

12.90 

46 
72.47% 
67.91% 
63.58% 
59.47% 
55.55% 
51.83% 
48.28% 
44.90% 
41 .@Oh 
38.57% 
35.m 
32.77% 
30.04% 
27.43% 
24.92% 
22.51% 
20.19% 
17.95% 
15.80% 
13.72% 
1 1.72% 
9.79% 
7.92% 
8.11% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 
4.37% 

18.79% 
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witness: outowokl 

EPCOR WaterPstzona Inc -Sun Clty Wastewater 

Wastewater District Rate DesQn Pmceadirtg 
Typical Bill Analpis 

DoCkOt NO: W-1303A-090343; SW-1303A080343 

T Y D ~ ~  Bills 
Line Rate 

1 A2SID 
2 A2SlD 
3 A2SlD 
4 A2SlD 
5 A2S1D 
6 A2SID 
7 A2SlD 
8 A2SID 
9 M S I D  

10 A2SID 
11 A2SlD 
12 A2SID 
13 A2SID 
14 A2S1D 
15 A2SID 
16 A2SlD 
17 A2SID 
18 A2SlD 
19 A2S1D 
20 A2SID 
21 A2SID 
22 A2SlD 
23 A2SID 
24 MSID 
25 A2SlD 
26 A2SID 
21 A2SID 
28 M S I D  
29 A2SID 
30 A2SID 
31 A2SlD 
32 A2SlD 
33 A2SID 
34 A2sm 
35 A2SID 
36 A2SlD 
37 A2S1 D 
38 MSID 
39 A2S1D 
40 A2SID 
41 A2SID 
42 A2SID 
43 A2SID 
44 A2S1 D 
45 A2SlD 
46 A2SID 
47 A2S1D 
48 A2SlD 
40 A2SlD 
50 A2SID 
51 A2SID 
52 A2SlD 
53 A2SID 
54 A2S1D 
55 MS1D 
58 
57 A2S1D 
58 
59 
60 

&hdUlQ Qs&&!ll 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commerdal Sunn 2" 
Sun C i  %we# Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sur City Sewer Commercial S Unn 2" 
Sun City Saner Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Comnenial S Unit 2" 
Sun Clty Sewer Commwdal S unit 2" 
sun city sewer Commercial s Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S UnH 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun city SaMr Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun city Sewer Commanial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sswsr Commwdal S Unit 2" 
Sun Clty Sewer Commerdal S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commer+ S Unn 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unlt2" 
Sun City Sawor Commercial S Unn 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun CNy Sewer Commercial S Unit2 
Sun City S w r  Commwcial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer CoMneFdal S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sswsr Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun Cny Sewsr Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commwdal S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sswsr Commercial S Una 2" 
Sun C i  Sawer Commardal S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit2 

Sun City Sewer C m w d a l  S unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun Ci Srwer Commercial S Wt 2" 
Sun G I  Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun Cily Sewer Cwnmerdal S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer C o m a 1  S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
sun city scwar Canmerdal s unit 2" 
Sun city Sewer Commercial S Unit2' 
Sun City Sewer Commsnial S Unit 2" 
Sun CRy Sewer Commercial S Unn 2" 
Sun Cily Sewer Commerdal S Unit 2" 
Sun city Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun Cky Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unlt 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial S Unn 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unl 2" 
sun C i  sewer Commerdal s unn 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commerdal S Unn 2" 
Sun Ciiy Sewer Commerdal S Unit 2" 

Sun City Saner Commercial S Unit 2" 

sun G I  sewer Commercial s Unit 2" 

Unns 
1 ,000 
2,000 
3.000 
4.000 
5.000 
6.000 
7,000 
8.000 
9,000 

10,Ooo 
11.000 
12.000 
13,000 
14.000 
15.000 
16,000 
17.000 
18,OOO 
19,000 
20.000 
21.000 
22,000 
23.000 
24.000 
25,000 
=,000 
27,000 
28.000 
~ . 0 0 0  
30.0oo 
31 ,OOO 
32.000 
33,000 
~ , 0 0 0  
35.000 

37,000 
38.000 
39,000 
m.000 
41 ,000 
42.000 
43.000 
~ . 0 0 0  
45.000 
46.000 
47.000 
46,000 
49.000 
50.000 
51,000 
52,000 
53.000 
54.000 
55.000 

Average: 30.459 

Cons m pt i 0 n 

PreSSni' 
!us 

$74.92 
$16.20 
$77.49 
$78.77 
$80.06 
$81.35 
$82.63 
$83.92 
$85.21 
$86.49 
$67.70 
$89.06 
$90.35 
$91.64 
$92.92 
$94.21 
$95.50 
$96.78 
$98.07 
$99.35 

$100.64 
$101.93 
$103.21 
$104.50 
$105.79 
$107.07 
$108.36 
$109.64 
$110.93 
$112.22 
$1 13.50 
$1 14.79 
$1 16.07 
$117.36 
$118.65 
$119.93 
$121.22 
$122.51 
$123.79 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125,08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 

$112.81 

Proposed Propooedincnose 
Rates A m o u n t %  

$81.59 $ 6.67 c91% 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 s 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 8 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$61.59 $ 
$81.59 5 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
581.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 s 
581.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 5 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 S 

$81.59 $ 

5.39 7.07% 
4.10 5.29% 
2.82 3.57% 
1.53 1.91% 
0.24 0.30% 
(1.04) -1.26% 
(2.33) -2.78% 
(3.62) -4.24% 
(4.90) -5.67% 
(6.19) -7.05% 
(7.47) -8.39% 
(8.76) -9.70% 

(10.05) -10.98% 
(11.33) -12.20% 
(12.62) -13.39% 
(13.91) -1456% 
(15.19) -15.70% 
(16.48) -16.80% 
(17.76) -17.88% 
(19.05) -18.93% 
(20.34) -19.95% 
(21.62) -20.95% 
(22.91) -21.0% 
(24.20) -22.87% 
(25.48) -23.80% 
(26.77) -24.70% 

(29.34) -26.45% 
(30.63) -27.29% 
(31.91) -28.12% 
(33.20) -28.92% 
(34.48) -29.71% 
(35.77) -30.48% 
(37.06) -31.23% 
(38.34) -31.97% 
(39.63) -32.69% 
(40.92) -33.10% 
(42.20) -34.09% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 
(43.49) -34.77% 

(31.22) -27.67% 

(28.05) -25.59% 
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Witness: Gutowskl 

EPCOR Water M m n s  Inc - Sun Clty Wastewater 

Wastewater Dlstrid Rata Design Pmceedihg 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Met NO: W-1303A49-0343: SW-1303A-094343 

Typical Bills 
Line Rate 

Y sun City C o m Z Z Z  Unit > 2" 
2 MSIE  sun C i  sewer C r n r c i a l  s unit > 2" 
3 MSIE Sun City Sewer Canmwclal S Unit > 2" 
4 A2SIE Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
5 M S l E  SunCisaVercOmmercial S Unh > 2" 
6 M S I E  SUI Citv Sswer C-id S Unit > 2" 
7 M S I E  

on 

8 MSlE  
9 MSIE 

10 A2SIE 
11 MSIE  
12 MSlE  
13 M S I E  
14 MS1E 
15 MSIE 
16 M S I E  
17 A2SIE 
18 MSIE 
19 MSIE  
20 MSlE  
21 MSlE  
22 M S I E  
23 MSIE 
24 MSIE  
25 MS1E 
26 A2SlE 
27 M S l E  
28 M S I E  
29 MSIE 
30 M S I E  
31 MSIE 
32 M S t E  
33 M S I E  
34 MSIE 
35 MS1E 
36 M S I E  
37 A2SlE 
38 M S l E  
39 M S I E  
40 AZSIE 
41 MSlE  
42 MSIE 
43 M S I E  
44 MSIE  
45 A2SlE 
48 M S I E  
47 M S I E  
48 MSlE  
49 M S l E  
50 MSIE  
51 MSlE  
52 M S I E  
53 M S l E  
54 MS1E 
55 A2SIE 
56 
57 M S l E  
58 
59 
80 

SUI Cli. m r  Commercial s Unit > T 
Sun City S m  Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City !hvercmnwcia l  S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewar Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun city sewer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unil> 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commerclal S Unn > T 
Sun City .%mr Comerdal S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commenial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewar Commerclal S Unit > 2" 
Sur City Sewer CoMnerdal S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewar Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer CMnmSra 'a1 S Unit > 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Semr Commercial S Unit> 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commarcial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sawer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
su, cirysswer cornmenial s una >Y 
Sun CiIy M r  Comm%rdal S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sawer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commerclal S Unit 2" 
Sur City Sewer Commercial S Unit > T 
Sur C i  Sewer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
SUI City Sewer Commercial S Unit * 2" 
Sm City Sawar Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit> 2" 
Sun C@ Sewer Commcmr 'a1 S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewsr Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun Clty Sawsr Canmercial S Unit > Y 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun Ci Sewer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commerdal S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City .Sewer Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Canmarcia1 S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Semv Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial S Unit 2" 
Sun C i  Sew-er Commercial S Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewar Commercial S Unit > 2" 
sun cay ~ C o m m e r d a l  s unit > 2" 

Sun C i  Sewer Commercial S Unit > 2l 

unils 
10,000 
20.000 
3o.m 
40,000 
=,a00 
60.000 
70,000 
80,000 
90.000 

100,000 
110,000 
120.000 
130,000 
140,ooO 
150,ooO 
160,000 
170,000 
180,000 
190,000 
200.000 
210,000 
220,000 
230,ow 
240.000 
250,000 
260.000 
270,000 
280.000 
290.ooO 
300.000 
310,000 
320.000 
330,000 
340,000 
35o.m 
380,000 
370,000 
38o.ooO 
390,000 
4oo.m 
410.000 
420.000 
430.000 
440,000 
4$o,OOo 
480,oOo 
470.000 
480,OW 
490,000 
500.000 
510,000 
520.000 
530.000 
540.000 
s5o.m 

Awrage: 364,198 

present - Rates 
586.49 
$99.35 

$112.22 
$125.08 
$137.94 
$150.80 
$183.66 
$1 76.53 
$189.39 
$202.25 
$215.11 
$227.97 
$240.84 
$253.70 
$266.56 
$279.42 
$292.28 
$305.15 
$318.01 
5330.87 
$343.73 
$356.59 
$369.46 
$302.32 
$395.18 
$408.04 
$420.90 
$433.77 
$446.63 
$459.49 
$472.35 
$485.21 
$498.08 
$510.94 
$523.80 
$536.66 
$549.52 
$562.39 
$575.25 
$588.1 1 
$600.97 
$613.83 
$626.70 
$639.56 
$852.42 
$665.28 
$678.14 
$691.01 
$703.87 
$716.73 
$729.59 
$742.45 
$755.32 
$768.18 
$781.04 

$542.06 

. ._ 
Proposed PropDsadIrn 

$394.00 $ 307.51 
$394.00 $ 294.65 
$394.00 S 281.78 
$394.00 $ 268.92 
$394.00 $ 258.06 
$394.00 $ 243.20 
$394.00 $ 230.34 
$304.00 S 217.47 
$394.00 $ 204.61 
$394.00 $ 191.75 
$394.00 $ 178.89 
$394.00 $ 166.03 
$394.00 $ 153.16 
$394.00 5 140.30 
$394.00 $ 127.44 
$394.00 $ 114.58 
$394.00 $ 101.72 
$394.00 $ 88.85 
$394.00 $ 75.99 
$394.00 5 63.13 
$394.00 $ 50.27 
$394.00 $ 37.41 
$394.00 $ 24.54 
$394.00 $ 11.88 
$394.00 $ (1.18) 
$394.00 $ (14.04) 
$394.00 $ (26.90) 
$394.00 $ (39.77) 
$394.00 $ (52.63) 
$394.00 $ (65.49) 
$394.00 $ (78.35) 
$394.00 $ (91.21) 
$394.00 5 (104.08) 
$394.aO $ (116.94) 
$394.00 $ (129.80) 
$394.00 $ (142.66) 
$394.00 $ (155.52) 
$394.00 5 (168.39) 
$394.00 $ (181.25) 

&& &a!!!! 

s394.M) $ (i94.11) 
$394.00 $ (ms.97) 
$394.00 $ (21Q.83) 
$394.00 S (232.70) 
$394.00 $ (245.66) 
$394.00 $ (258.42) 
$394.00 S (271.28) 
$394.00 S (284.14) 
$394.00 $ (297.01) 
$394.00 s (309.87) 
$394.00 $ (322.73) 
$394.00 $ (335.59) 
$394.00 $ (348.45) 

$394.00 s (387.04) 

$394.00 $ (148.06) 

$394.00 $ (361.32) 
$394.00 $ (374.18) 

reasa 
2h 

355.53% 
298.56% 
251.1 1% 
215.00% 
185.63% 
161.27% 
140.74% 
123.20% 
108.04% 
94.81% 
83.18% 
72.83% 
63.- 
55.30% 
47.81% 
41.01% 
34.N% 
29.12% 
23.90% 
19.08% 
14.62% 
10.49% 
6.64% 
3.06% 
-0.30% 
-3.44% 
-6.39% 
-9.17% 

-11.78% 
-14.25% 
-16.59% 
-18.80% 
-20.90% 
-22.89% 
-24.78% 
-26.58% 
-28.30% 
-29.94% 
-31.51% 
-33.01% 
-34.44% 
-35.81 % 
-37.13% 
-38.39% 
3 .61% 
-40.78% 
-41.90% 
-42.98% 
-44.02% 
-45.03% 
-46.00% 
-46.93% 
-47.84% 
-48.71% 
49.55% 

-27.31% 



EPCOR Water Arizona Inc - Sun Clty Wastewater 

Waslawater District Rate Design Proceeding 
Typical Blll Analysis 

Docket No: W-13o3A-040343; SW-1303A-090343 

51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

Line Rate 
!!!%mB!&Q 

1 A2SlN 
2 A2SlN 
3 A2SlN 
4 A2SlN 
5 A2SlN 
6 A2SlN 
7 A2SlN 
8 A2SIN 
9 AZSlN 

10 A2SlN 
11 A2SIN 
12 A2SlN 
13 A2SlN 
14 A2SIN 
15 A2SIN 
16 A2SlN 
17 A2SlN 
18 A2SlN 
19 A2SIN 
20 A2SIN 
21 A2SlN 
22 A2SlN 
23 A2SIN 
24 A2SIN 
25 A2SlN 
26 A2SlN 
27 A2SlN 
28 A2SlN 
29 A2SlN 
30 A2SlN 
31 A2SIN 
32 MSIN 
33 A2SIN 
34 A2SIN 
35 A2SlN 
38 A2SlN 
37 A2SlN 
36 A2SlN 
39 A2SlN 
40 A2SlN 
41 A2SlN 
42 A2SlN 
43 A2SlN 
44 A2SlN 
45 A2SlN 
46 A2SlN 
47 A2SlN 
48 A2SlN 
49 A2S1 N 
50 A2SIN 

A2SlN 
A2S1 N 
A2SIN 
A2SlN 
A2SlN 

56 
57 A2SIN 
58 
59 
60 

Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commerclal single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 

Sun City Sewer Cwnmsrclal single Unit Non Water 

PedDupa 
Sun City Saver Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer C m r c i a l  single Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial slngle Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commerdal single unit Non Water 
Sun Ci Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Saver Commerclal singla Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commerdel single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewar Commercial s(nple Unlt Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun CHy Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commdal single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Wster 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial slngle Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun Clty Sewer Commerdal single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sawer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Cornmenial slngle Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commerclal single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commerdal slngle Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commsrcial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Waler 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single hit Non Water 
Sun City Sawer ccmmrdal slngle Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun Clty Sswer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun CHy Sewer Commercial single UnH Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  Swmr Commrcial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City €mer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewar Commercial slngla Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial slngle Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial single Unit Non Water 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
I 9  
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
48 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

AVWage: 8 

Consumption 

! w s  
$73.63 $ 

$147.26 S 
$220.89 S 
$294.52 $ 
$368.15 0 
$441.78 5 
5515.41 $ 
5589.04 I 
5862.67 S 
$736.30 s 
$809.93 $ 
$883.56 5 
$957.19 $ 

$1,030.82 $ 
$1.104.45 5 
51,178.08 $ 
$1.251.71 $ 
$1,325.34 $ 
$1.398.97 $ 
$1.472.60 $ 
$1,546.23 $ 
$1.619.86 0 
$1.693.49 $ 
$1.767.12 S 
$1,840.75 $ 
$1.914.38 $ 
$1,988.01 5 
$2,081.84 s 
$2.135.27 $ 
$2,208.90 $ 
$2.282.53 $ 
$2.356.16 $ 
$2.429.79 $ 
$2.503.42 $ 
$2.577.05 $ 
$2650.68 S 
$2.724.31 $ 
$2,787.94 $ 
$2.671.57 $ 
$2,945.20 $ 
$3.018.83 $ 
$3,092.46 $ 
$3.166.09 s 
$3239.72 $ 
$3.313.35 $ 
$3.386.98 5 
$3.480.61 $ 
53.534.24 f 
$3.807.87 $ 
$3,881.50 $ 
$3.755.13 $ 
$3.828.76 $ 
$3.w)2.39 5 
53,976.02 $ 
$4.049.65 $ 

$589.04 E 

B&s 
81.59 $ 

163.18 $ 
244.77 $ 
326.36 $ 
407.95 $ 
489.54 $ 
571.13 S 
652.72 $ 
734.31 $ 
815.90 $ 
897.49 $ 
979.08 s 

1.080.67 $ 
1,142.26 $ 
1.223.85 $ 
1,305.44 $ 
1.387.03 $ 
1,468.62 $ 
1,550.21 $ 
1,631.80 $ 
1,713.39 $ 
1,794.98 5 
1,876.57 $ 
1.958.16 5 
2,039.75 $ 
2,121.34 $ 
2,202.93 $ 
2,284.52 $ 
2,366.11 $ 
2,447.70 $ 
2,529.29 $ 
2,610.88 $ 
2,692.47 $ 
2,774.08 $ 
2,855.65 $ 
2.937.24 $ 
3,018.83 $ 
3.100.42 5 
3.182.01 5 
3.263.80 t 
3,345.19 $ 
3,426.78 $ 
3.508.37 $ 
3.589.96 $ 
3.671.55 $ 
3.753.14 S 
3.834.73 $ 
3.916.32 $ 
3.997.91 $ 
4,079.50 5 
4,161.09 $ 
4,242.68 $ 
4.324.27 $ 
4.405.86 $ 
4.487.45 s 

652.72 $ 

AmMnt 
7.96 

15.92 
23.80 
31.84 
39.80 
41.76 
55.72 
63.68 
71.64 
79.80 
87.56 
95.52 

103.48 
111.44 
119.40 
127.36 
135.32 
143.28 
151.24 
159.20 
187.16 
175.12 
183.08 
191.04 
199.00 
206.96 
214.92 
222.88 
230.84 
238.80 
246.76 
254.72 
262.68 
270.64 
278.60 
286.56 
294.52 
302.48 
310.44 
318.40 
326.36 
334.32 
342.28 
350.24 
358.20 
368.16 
374.12 
382.08 
360.04 
398.00 
405.98 
413.92 
421.88 
429.84 
437.80 

63.68 

36 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.61% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 
10.81% 

10.81% 



EPCOR Water Arizona 11% -Sun Clly Wastewater 

Waslawalbr Diatrld Rata Design Proceeding 
Typical Bill Analpis 

DOMt  NO: W-13o3A-090343; SW-1303A-094343 

Typical Bills 
Line Rata ksc&m pesaiolioq 

1 A2SZA Sun CW Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
2 m2A 
3 MS2A 
4 A2s2A 
5 A2s2A 
6 A2S2A 
7 A2s2A 
8 MS2A 
9 A2s2A 

10 MS2A 
11 A2s2A 
12 A2s2A 
13 AZS2A 
14 A2S2A 
15 MS2A 
16 A2S2A 
17 
18 MS2A 
19 A2s2A 
20 A2s2A 
21 A2SU 
22 A2S2A 
23 A252A 
24 A2S2A 
25 AZS2A 
26 A2s2A 
27 A2S2A 
28 Azs2A 
29 A2S2A 
30 A2s2A 
31 A2S2A 
32 A2S2A 
33 A2sm 
34 A2s2A 
35 A2s2A 
36 A2S2A 
37 A2s2A 
38 MS2A 
39 A2s2A 
40 A2szA 
41 A2S2A 
42 A2S2A 
43 A2s2A 
44 A2sa 
45 A2s2A 
46 A2s2A 
47 A2s2A 
48 A2s2A 
49 A2s2A 
50 A2s2A 
51 A2S2A 
52 A2S2A 
53 A2s2A 
54 A2s2A 
55 A2sa 
56 
57 A2s2A 
58 
59 
80 

Sun CG sewer Cmmerciai M unit ~ 1 8 - x  34- 
Sun Cky Sawer Commercial M Unit W x 34" 
Sun City Sswer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commsrcial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sm Cky Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 3/4" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unil518" x 34" 
Sun Ciy Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 5 1 8 " ~  34" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Swr Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer C m r c i a l  M Unit%" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer commwcla . I M Unit W x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
su\ City Sswer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Swer Comnercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun city Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x W4" 
Sun C i  Sewer Comnercial M Unit 5B" x 3/4" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 518"x 34" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commsrcial M Unit W x 34" 
Sun City .%war Commerciel M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit Yg" x 34" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun C i l  Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sswer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sswer Commmial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Comnwrcial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 5 1 8 " ~  34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun Ciy Sewer Ccnnmerclal M Unil 518" x 34" 
Sun Cky Sewer Commercial M Unit W x 34' 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Cwnmercial M Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City Sewer Comnerciai M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sowar Commercial M Unit 5 1 8 " ~  34" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Chnmrdal M Unit W x 34" 
Sun CHy Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Sewer C m r c i a l  M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City Smwr Commercial M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit W x 34" 
Sun City Sewer C o w l  M Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun CiQ Sewer Commercial M Unit 518" x 34' 
Sun ClIy SSWW COmmenial M Unit WE" X 314" 

Sun City Sewer CommmM M Unit 518" x 34" 

m 
1 ,000 
1,500 
2.000 
2.500 
3.000 
3,500 
4,000 
4,500 
5,000 
5,500 
6.000 
6.500 
7,000 
7,500 
8,000 
8,500 
9,000 
9,500 

1o .m 
10,500 
11,000 
11,500 
12,000 
12,500 
13.000 
13,500 
14,000 
14,500 
15,000 
15.500 
16,000 
16,500 
17,000 
17,500 
18.000 
18.500 
1s .m 
19.500 
20.000 
20.500 
21.000 
21.500 
22,000 
22.500 
23.000 
23.500 
2 4 . m  
24,500 
25.000 =,= 
26,000 
26,500 
27.000 
27.500 
28,000 

Avarega: 3.960 

PP3Xnt 

$10.49 
$11.13 
$1 1.77 
$12.42 
$13.06 
$13.70 
$14.34 
$14.99 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$1 5.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 
$15.63 

$14.29 

Propxed Pmposedlncrease 
- Rates A m o u n t %  

$301.00 $ 280.51 277&4% 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
5301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
s301.00 $ 
5301.00 5 
$301.00 5 
5301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 s 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
5301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 s 
5301.00 5 
5301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 s 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
6301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 

$301.00 $ 

289.87 2604.57% 
289.23 2456.83% 
288.58 2324.39% 
287.94 2204.W 
287.30 2098.81% 
286.66 1988.32% 
286.01 1908.29% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.68% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.W 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.88% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 
285.37 1825.66% 

288.71 2005.87% 
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EPCOR Water Arizona Inc -Sun Clly Wastewater 
Docka No: W-1303A-o&0~ sw-13o3A-o9w43 
Wastewater Oislrid Rete Cusign proceeding 
Typical Bill Analysk 

Typical Bills 
Une Rat0 

1 A 2 S B  
2 A2S2B 
3 US28 
4 A2S2B 
5 A2S2B 
6 A2S2B 

No. ~dWdu1e PeSaiDtii 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun Clty Sewer Commercial M Unll" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unll" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial M Unll" 
Sun Cihr Sewer Commercial M Unltl" 

7 A2S2B 
8 A2S2B 
9 A2s26 

10 A2S2B 
11 A2S2B 
12 A2S2B 
13 A2S2B 
14 A2S2B 
15 MS26 
16 A2S2B 
17 A2S2B 
18 A2S2B 
19 A2S2B 
20 Ms2B 
21 A2s20 
22 A2s2B 
23 A2S2B 
24 A2S2B 
25 A2S2B 
26 A2S20 
27 A2S2B 
28 A 2 s 2 B  
29 res20 
30 A2S2B 
31 A2S20 
32 MS2B 
33 A2S2B 
34 NS2B 
35 A2S2B 
36 A2s20 
37 A2S2B 
38 A2S2B 
39 A2S2B 
40 A2S2B 
41 A2S2B 
42 A2s20 
43 A2S2B 
44 A2SB 
45 A2sm 
46 A2s2B 
47 A2S2B 
48 A2S2B 
49 A2s20 
50 A2S2B 
51 A2S2B 
52 A2S2B 
53 A2s26 
54 A2S2B 
55 Ius20 
56 
57 A2S2B 
58 
59 
80 

Sun C& sewer Commercial M  nil' 
Sun C i  Sewer Commeccral M Unitl" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sm City Sewer Cornmedal M Uniil' 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unltl' 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun Cky Sewr Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun City Sewsr CommerclaI M Unitl" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Untl" 
Sur City Sewer Commercial M Unil" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun City Sewer Commerclal M Unil" 
Sun Clly sewet Commercial M Untl" 
Sun City Sewer C m i a l  M Unitl" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unitl' 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unltl" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unll" 
Sun City Sewar Comnercial M Uniil" 
Sun City Sewsr Comnercial M Unil" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Mil" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unitl' 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unll" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 

Su, City Sewer Commercial M Untl" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Uniil' 
Sun City sewet Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun C i  .%war Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun City Sewer C m r c i a l  M Unltl" 
Sun City Sewer Comm(Kcia1 M un l l "  
Sun City Sewr Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun Cty Sewer Commercial M Wtl" 
Sun City Sewer Commsrcial M Uniil" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun City Sewr Commercial M Unltl" 
Sun City Sewer Comnerclal M Unil" 
Sun City h r  Commerclal M Mil" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun City Sewsr Commercial M Unitl' 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Uniil" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unitl" 
Sun Cny sbwer cornmarcia\ M unni" 

Sun City Sewer Commercial M Wil" 

Sun City Sewer CMrmerctal M Wl" 

500 
1,500 
2,500 
3.500 
4,500 
5,500 
6,500 
7.500 
8.500 
9,500 

10,500 
11.500 
12,500 
13,500 
14.500 
15,500 
16,500 
17,500 
18,500 
19,500 
20.500 
21,500 
22,500 
23,500 
24.500 
25.500 
26.500 
27.500 
28,W 
29,500 
30.500 
31,500 
32,500 
33,500 
34.500 
35,500 
36,500 
37.500 
38.500 
39.500 
40,500 
41,500 
42,500 
43.500 
44,500 
45.500 
46.500 
47.500 
48,500 
49,500 
50.500 
51,500 
52.500 
53,500 
=,m 

AwKage: 12,500 

present 

&&?s 
$23.66 
$24.95 
$26.24 
$27.52 
528.81 
$30.09 
$31.38 
$32.67 
$33.95 
$35.24 
$36.53 
$37.81 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
539.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
539.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
539.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
539.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 
$39.10 

$39.10 

$301.00 i 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 s 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
5301.00 5 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 s 
5301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 8 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
5301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 5 

$301.00 $ 

Proposed 
Bales 

$301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301 .00 
$301.00 
$301 .00 
$301.00 
5301.00 
5301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301 .oo 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301.00 
$301 .OO 
$301.00 
5301 .00 

PrnpoSecJ Increase 
m ! Q Y ! l t %  

$ 277.34 117z02% 
$ 276.05 1108.45% 
S 274.76 1047.30% 
$ 273.48 993.66% 
$ 272.19 944.85% 
$ 270.91 900.20% 
$ 269.62 859.20% 
$ 268.33 821.43% 
$ 267.05 786.53% 
$ 265.78 754.17% 
$ 264.47 724.09% 
$ 263.19 696.06% 
5 261.90 669.87% 
$ 261.90 669.87% 
5 261.90 669.87% 
$ 261.90 669.87% 
$ 261.90 669.87% 
5 261.90 669.87% 
$ 261.90 669.87% 
$ 261.90 669.87% 
$ 261.90 669.87% 
$ 281.90 669.87% 
$ 261.90 660.87% 
$ 261.90 669.87% 
5 261.90 669.87% 
$ 281.90 669.87% 
5 261.90 669.87% 
5 281.90 669.87% 
5 261.90 669.87% 
s 281.90 669.87% 

261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.67% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
281.90 669.87% 

261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 
261.90 669.87% 

261.90 669.87% 

261.90 669.87% 

Consumption 
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EPCOR Water Arizona Inc - Sun Clty Wastewater 

Wastewater Distrid Rate Design Proceeding 
Typical Bill AMIYSIS 

Docket NO: W-1303A-OwM43; SW-1303A-OS0343 

Line Rata 
ms€4Y&!s 
I MS2C 
2 A2s2c 
3 A2s2c 
4 A2s2c 
5 A2s2c 
6 A2S2C 
7 A2s2c 
8 A2S2C 
9 A2s2c 

10 A2s2c 
11 A2s2c 
12 A2s2c 
13 A2S2C 
14 A2S2C 
15 A2S2C 
I 6  A2S2C 
17 A2S2C 
18 A2S2C 
19 A2s2c 
20 A2s2c 
21 A2s2c 
22 A2s2c 
23 A2s2c 
24 A2S2C 
25 A2s2C 
26 A2S2C 
27 A2S2C 
28 A2S2C 
29 A2s2c 
30 A2s2c 
31 A2S2C 
32 A2S2C 
33 MS2C 
34 A2s2c 
35 A2s2c 
36 A2s2c 
37 A2s2c 
38 A2s2c 
39 A2s2c 
40 A2s2c 
41 A2S2C 
42 A2S2C 
43 A2s2c 
44 A2s2c 
45 A2s2c 
46 A2s2c 
47 A2s2c 
48 A2s2c 
49 A2s2c 
50 A2sx 
51 MS2C 
52 A2S2C 
53 A2s2c 
54 A2s2c 
55 A2s2c 
56 
57 A2s2c 
58 
59 
60 

DescriDtion 
sun city sewer Commercial M unit I" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Cemmercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commerclal M Unit I" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit I" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer C o m m a l  M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewc~ Commercial M Unit I' 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit I "  
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1' 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1' 
sun city sewer Commercial M unit I" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial M Unit I" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Una 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit I" 

Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun Cny Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
sun city sewer Commercial M unit in 
Sun C i  Sewer Commerclal M Unit 1' 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commenlal M Unit I" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unlt 1" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 
Sun city Sewer Commercial M Una 1" 

Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 1" 

sun cw sewer commercial M unit I" 

1 ,000 
2.000 
3,000 
4.000 
5,000 
6,000 
7.000 
8,000 
9,000 

10,000 
11,000 
12,000 
13,000 
14,000 
15.000 
16,000 
17,000 
18,WO 
1 9 , m  
20.000 
21 ,000 
=,000 
23,000 
24,000 
25,000 
26,000 
27,000 
28,000 
29,000 
30,000 
31 ,000 
32,000 
33,000 
34,000 
35,000 
36,000 
37,000 
=,000 
39,000 
40,000 
41 ,000 
42,000 
43,000 
44,000 
45,000 
46,000 
47.000 
46,000 
49,000 
50,000 
51,000 
52.000 
53,000 
54,000 
55,000 

Average: 21,793 

Consumption 

Typical Bills 
!%sent 
- Rates 

$47.31 
uB.59 
$49.88 
$51.16 
$52.45 
$53.74 
$55.02 
$56.31 
$57.60 
558.88 
$60.17 
$61.45 
$62.74 
$84.03 
$85.31 
$86.60 
$67.89 
$69.17 
$70.46 
$71.74 
$73.03 
$74.32 
$75.60 
$76.89 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.16 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$76.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$78.18 
$76.18 

$74.05 $301.00 $ 226.95 

Proposed Proposed 
RateS A!!uLd 

$301.00 $ 253.89 
$301.00 $ 252.41 
$301.00 $ 251.12 
$301.00 $ 249.84 
$301.00 $ 248.55 
$301.00 $ 247.26 
$301.00 $ 245.98 
$301.00 $ 244.69 
$301.00 $ 243.40 
$301.00 $ 242.12 
$301.00 $ 240.83 
$301.00 $ 239.55 
$301.00 J 238.26 
$301.00 $ 236.97 
$301.00 $ 235.69 
$301.00 $ 234.40 
$301.00 $ 233.11 
$301.00 $ 231.83 
$301.00 $ 230.54 
$301.00 $ 229.26 
5301.00 $ 227.97 
$301.00 $ 226.68 
$301.00 $ 225.40 
$301.00 $ 224.11 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.03 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
5301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
5301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 
$301.00 $ 222.83 

Increase 
% 

538728% 
519.44% 
503.47% 
488.30% 
473.87% 
460.13% 
447.04% 
434.54% 
422.61 % 
411.19% 
400.26% 
389.79% 
379.75% 
370.12% 
360.86% 
351.96% 
343.39% 
335.15% 
327.21% 
319.55% 
312.16% 
305.03% 
298.13% 
291.47% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.Wh 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 
285.03% 

306.48% 



EPCOR Water Arizona Inc - Sun City Wastewater 
Docket No: W-13o3A-090343: SW-1303A080343 
Wastewater District Rate Dosign Fwmeding 
Typical Blll Analysis 

Line Rate msG!!wk Oesaidion 
1 A2S2D Sun CnV Sewar COmmercial M Unit 2" 
2 A2S2D 
3 A2sm 
4 A2S2D 
5 A2S2D 
6 A2S2D 
7 A2S2D 
8 A2S2D 
9 A2S2D 

10 A2S2D 
11 A2S2D 
12 A2S2D 
13 A2S2D 
14 NS2D 
15 A2S2D 
16 AZS2D 
17 A2S2D 
18 A2S2D 
19 A2S2D 
20 A2S2D 
21 A2S2D 
22 A2S2D 
23 A2S2D 
24 A2S2D 
25 A2S2D 
26 A2S2D 
27 A2S2D 
26 A2S2D 
29 A2S2D 
30 A2S2D 
31 A2S2D 
32 A2S20 
33 A2S2D 
34 A2S2D 
35 A2S2D 
36 A2s2D 
37 A2S2D 
38 A2S2D 
39 A2S2D 
40 A2S2D 
41 A2S2D 
42 A2S2D 
43 A2sm 
44 A2S2D 
45 A2S2D 
46 A2S2D 
47 A2S2D 
48 MS2D 
49 A2S2D 
50 A2S2D 
51 A2S2D 
52 A2S2D 
53 A2S2D 
54 A2S2D 
55 A2S2D 
56 
57 A2S2D 
58 
59 
60 

Sun city Sewer commercial M unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Cornmemiel M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sower Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Saver Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun C i  SM Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commarcial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Cunmsrcisl M Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commerclal M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer CommerdelM Unil2" 
Sun Ci Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City SM Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commerdal M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer CommcKcial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun C i  Sawer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Cwnmardal M UnnT 
Sun City Fawar Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commenlal M UnH 2" 
Sun City Sewer CunmercipI M Unit 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun Clty Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Cgunercial M Unit 2" 
Sun Ci Sew# Commercial M Unit 2' 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun C i  Seuer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sawar Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Cunmerdal M Unit 2" 
Sun Clty Saver Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commerclal M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commarcial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun Ci Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Semr Commerdal M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit T 

Sun City Sawor Commercial M Unit 2" 

1 ,000 
2.000 
3.000 
4.000 
5.000 
6.000 
7,000 
8.000 
9.000 

10,000 
11.000 
12,000 
13.000 
14.000 
15.000 
16,000 
17,000 
18,oM) 
19,000 
20,000 
21.000 
22,000 
23,000 
24.000 
25.000 
28,000 
27,000 
28.000 
29,000 
30,000 
31.000 
32.000 
33,000 
34,000 
3 5 , m  
36.000 
37,000 
38.ooo 
39,000 
40,000 
41 ,000 
42.000 
43,000 
4 4 m  
45,000 
46.000 
47,000 
48.m 
49.000 
5 0 . m  
51 ,000 
52,000 
53,000 
=,000 
55.ooo 

Avmga: 33,785 

conoumption 
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Typlcal Bills 
PraSent 
Retes 

$74.92 
$76.20 
$77.49 
$78.77 
$80.06 
581.35 
582.63 
$83.92 
$85.21 
588.49 
$87.78 
$89.06 
$90.35 
$91.64 
$92.92 
$94.21 
$95.50 
$96.78 
$98.07 
$99.35 

$100.64 
$101.93 
$103.21 
$104.50 
$105.79 
$107.07 
$108.36 
$109.64 
$1 10.93 
$1 12.22 
$1 13.50 
$114.79 
$116.07 
$1 17.36 
$118.65 
$119.93 
$121.22 
$122.51 
$123.79 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
5125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 
$125.08 

$1 17.08 

Proposed ProposedIncrease 
Retes A m W n t 2 6  

$301.00 $ 226.08 301.78% 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 s 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 s 
$301.00 $ 
5301.00 $ 
sol.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
530l.W J 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 s 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
5301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
5301.00 s 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 s 
sm.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 t 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 s 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 s 
5301.00 5 
$301.00 s 
5301.00 $ 
$301'00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
5301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 E 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
5301.00 s 
$301.00 s 

224.80 2 9 5 . a  
223.51 288.44% 
222.23 282.10% 
220.94 275.96% 
219.65 270.02% 
218.37 264.26% 
217.08 258.88% 
215.79 253.26% 
214.51 248.01% 
213.22 242.91% 
211.94 237.96% 
210.65 233.15% 
209.36 228.47% 
208.08 223.92% 
206.79 219.50% 
205.50 215.20% 
204.22 211.01% 
202.93 206.93% 
201.65 202.96% 
200.36 199.09% 
199.07 195.31% 
197.79 191.63% 
196.50 188.04% 
195.22 184.54% 
193.93 181.12% 
192.64 177.78% 
191.36 174.53% 
190.07 171.34% 
188.78 168.23% 
187.50 165.19% 
186.21 162.22% 
184.93 159.32% 
183.64 156.47% 
182.35 153.- 
181.07 150.97% 
179.78 148.31% 
178.49 145.70% 
177.21 143.15% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 
175.92 140.65% 

183.92 157.08% 



EPCOR WaUr Arizona Inc - Sun Clly Waslwater 

Wastewater Dlsbid Rate Design W i n g  
Typical Bill Analysls 

Docket NO: W-13o3A040313; SW-1303A-090343 

 ne Rate 
b!ai%a@i!s 

1 A2S2E 
2 A2S2E 
3 A2S2E 
4 A2S2E 
5 A2S2E 
6 MS2E 
7 A2S2E 
8 A2S2E 
9 A2S2E 

10 A2S2E 
11 A2S2E 
12 A2S2E 
13 A2S2E 
14 A2S2E 
15 A2S2E 
16 A2S2E 
17 A2S2E 
18 A2S2E 
I9 A2S2E 
20 A2S2E 
21 A2s2E 
22 A2S2E 
23 A2S2E 
24 A2S2E 
25 A2S2E 
26 A2S2E 
27 A2S2E 
28 A2S2E 
29 A2S2E 
30 A2S2E 
31 A2S2E 
32 A2S2E 
33 A2S2E 
34 A2S2E 
35 A2S2E 
36 A2S2E 
37 A2S2E 
38 A2S2E 
39 A2S2E 
40 A2S2E 
41 A2S2E 
42 A2S2E 
43 MS2E 
44 A2S2E 
45 A2S2E 
46 A2S2E 
47 A2S2E 
48 A2S2E 
49 A2S2E 
50 A2S2E 
51 A2S2E 
52 A2S2E 
53 A2S2E 
54 MS2E 
55 A2S2E 
58 
57 A2S2E 
58 
59 
60 

Descric4ion 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewar Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sower Commerclal M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commerdal M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sowar Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M unit > 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit=- 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commerdal M Unn > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commerclal M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
sun city~ewercommercial M Unit >2" 
Sun Ci Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unlt > 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer C o m d a l  M Unlt > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commenlal M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun C i  Saww CMMnetCial Munit> 2" 
Sun Clty Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewr Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun Clty Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercipl M Unit > 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City %war Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer C o m m i a l  M Unit 2" 
SunCIty SewerComme@al M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commardal M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun Cky Sewer C m e r d a l  M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit> 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 

Sun City Sewer Commercial M Unit > 2" 
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Um 
35,000 
70.000 

105,000 
140.000 
175.000 
210,000 
245,000 
280,000 
315.000 
350,000 
385.000 
420,000 
455,000 
490,000 
525,000 
560.000 
595.000 
630.000 
665.000 
700.000 
735.m 
770,000 
805.000 
840.000 
675,000 
910,000 
945.000 
980,000 

1,015,000 
1,050.000 
1.085.m 
1,120.000 
1,155,000 
1,190,000 
1.225.000 
1,260,000 
1,295,000 
1,330.MW) 
1.365.000 
1,400,000 
1,435,000 
1.470.000 
l,So5,000 
1,540,000 
1,575.000 
1.610.000 
1 . 8 4 5 . ~  
1.68o.m 
1.715.000 
1.750.000 
1.785.000 
1,820.000 
1,855.000 
1.890.000 
1.925.000 

Average: 1,678.519 

Typical 
present 
ms 

$1 18.65 
$183.68 
$208.68 
$253.70 
$298.72 
5343.73 
5388.75 
5433.77 
$478.78 
$523.80 
$568.82 
$613.83 
$658.65 
$703.87 
$748.89 
$793.90 
5838.92 
5883.94 
$928.95 
$973.97 

$1,018.99 
$1.064.00 
$1.109.02 
$1,154.04 
$1,199.MI 
$1.244.07 
$1.289.09 
$1.334.11 
$1,379.12 
$1.424.14 
$1.489.16 
$1.514.17 
$1.559.19 
$1,604.21 
$1,649.23 
$1 -694.24 
$1.739.26 
$1,784.28 
$1,829.29 
$1.874.31 
$1 .si 9.33 
$1.964.34 
$2,009.36 
$2.054.38 
$2.099.40 
$2.144.41 
$2.109.43 
$2,234.45 
$2.279.46 
$2.324.48 
$2,369.50 
$2,414.51 
$2.459.53 
$2.504.55 

$2,232.54 

$2.549.57 

Bills 
Proposed PropowdII 
&&s Bmount 
$394.00 $ 275.35 
$394.00 s 230.34 
$394.00 5 185.32 
$394.00 $ 140.30 
$394.00 $ 95.29 
$394.00 $ 50.27 
$394.00 5 5.25 
$394.00 $ (39.77) 
$394.00 $ (84.78) 
$394.00 S (129.80) 
$394.00 $ (174.82) 
$394.00 $ (219.83) 
$394.00 $ (264.85) 
$394.00 5 (309.87) 
$394.00 s (354.89) 
$394.00 $ (399.90) 
$394.00 $ (444.92) 
5394.00 $ (489.94) 
$394.00 $ (534.95) 
$394.00 s (579.97) 
$394.00 $ (624.99) 
$394.00 $ (670.00) 
$394.00 $ (715.02) 
$394.00 $ (760.04) 
$394.00 $ (605.06) 
$394.00 $ (850.07) 
$394.00 $ (695.09) 
$394.00 $ (940.11) 
$394.00 $ (985.12) 
$394.00 $ (1,030.14) 
$394.00 $ (1.075.16) 
$394.00 $ (1,120.17) 
$394.00 5 (1,165.19) 
$394.00 $ (1,210.21) 
$394.00 $ (1,255.23) 
$394.00 $ (1,300.24) 
$394.00 S (1.345.26) 
$394.00 $ (1.390.28) 
$394.00 $ (1.435.29) 
5394.00 $ (1,480.31) 
$394.00 $ (1.525.33) 
5394.00 S (1.570.34) 
$394.00 $ (1.61525) 
$394.00 $ (l.sso.38) 
$394.00 $ (1.705.40) 
$394.00 $ (1.750.41) 
$394.00 $ (1.795.43) 
$394.00 $ (1.840.45) 
$394.00 $ (1,885.46) 
$394.00 $ (1,930.48) 
$39400 S (1,975.50) 
$394.00 $ (2.020.51) 
$394.00 $ (2.065.53) 
$394.00 $ (2,110.55) 
$394.00 $ (2.155.57) 

$394.00 S (1,838.54) 

lcmase 
I 

232.08% 
140.74% 
88.80% 
55.3096 
31.80% 
14.62% 
1.35% 

-9.17% 
-17.11% 
-24.78% 
-30.73% 
-35.81% 
-40.2w 
44.02% 
-47.39% 
50.37% 
-53.03% 
-55.43% 
-57.59% 
-59.55% 
61.33% 
-62.97% 
-64.47% 
-65.88% 
-67.14% 
88.33% 
-69.44% 
-70.47% 
-71.43% 
-72.33% 
-73.18% 
-73.98% 
-74.73% 
-75.44% 
-76.1 1% 
-76.74% 
-77.35% 
-77.92% 
-78.46% 
-78.98% 
-79.47% 
-79.94% 
-80.39% 
-80.82% 
-81.23% 
-81.63% 
-82.00% 
-82.37% 
-82.72% 
-83.05% 
-83.3Ph 
-83.88% 
43.98% 
-84.27% 
-84.55% 

-82.35% 
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1 A2S2N 
2 A2S2N 
3 A2S2N 
4 A2S2N 
5 A2s2N 
6 A2S2N 
7 A2S2N 
8 A2S2N 
9 A2S2N 

10 A2S2N 
11 A2S2N 
12 AZS2N 
13 A2S2N 
14 A2S2N 
15 A2S2N 
16 A2S2N 
17 A2S2N 
18 MS2N 
19 MS2N 
20 A2S2N 
21 A2S2N 
22 A2S2N 
23 MS2N 
24 A2S2N 
25 A2S2N 
28 A2S2N 
27 A2S2N 
28 A2S2N 
29 A2S2N 
30 A2S2N 
31 h2S2N 
32 A2S2N 
33 A2S2N 
34 A2S2N 
35 A2S2N 
36 MS2N 
37 A2S2N 
36 A2S2N 
39 A2S2N 
40 MS2N 
41 NS2N 
42 A2S2N 
43 A2S2N 
44 A2S2N 
45 A2S2N 
46 A2S2N 
47 A2S2N 
48 m2N 
49 A2S2N 
50 A2S2N 
51 A2S2N 
52 MS2N 
53 A2S2N 
64 MS2N 
55 A2S2N 
56 
57 A2S2N 
58 
59 
60 

Sun City Sewer Commenial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer CMmerdat M Non water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sm City !Sewer Commercial M Non water 
Sun City Sewar Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercia M Non W e r  
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun CRY Sewer Commcvclal M Non Water 
Sun CRY Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
SU, C i  Sewer C m a i  M Non Water 
Sm City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun Ci SnmK Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Cwnmercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sswer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sawor Commerdal M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer C o m m a 1  M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sawor C o m d a l  M Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sm City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Swer Commerdal M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer C m a i  M Non Water 
Sur City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sm City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commerdal M Non Water 
Sun C i  Sewer Commarcial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sm City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commefdal M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun Ci!y Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commarcial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Cwnmercial M Non Water 
Sm C i  Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewef Commercial M Non Water 
Sun CNy Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun C i  Sower Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer C o m m a 1  M Non Water 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Nm Water 
SUI City Sewer Commercial M Ncm Water 
Sun City Sawer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun Ci Sewer Commercial M Non Water 
Sun City SSWM Canmerdal M Non Watw 
Sun City Sewer Commercial M Non Water 

Sun City Sewar Commerdal M Non Water 

!&& 
Units 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
18 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

Avoraga: 26 

Typical 
Present - Rates 

$73.44 
$146.88 
$220.32 
$293.76 
$36720 
$040.64 
$514.08 
$587.52 
$660.96 
$734.40 
$807.84 
$881 26  
$954.72 

$1.028.16 
51.101.60 
$1.175.04 
$1.248.48 
$1,321.92 
51.395.36 
$1.468.80 
$1,542.24 
$1.615.68 
$1.689.1 2 
$1,762.56 
$1,836.00 
$1,909.44 
$1.982.66 
$2.056.32 
$2.129.76 
$2.203.20 
$2.276.64 
$2.350.08 
$2,423.52 
$2,496.- 
$2.570.40 
$2.643.84 
$2.717.28 
52,790.72 
$2.864.16 
$2,937.60 
$3,011.04 
$3,064.48 
$3.1 57.02 
$3,231.36 
$3,304.80 
$3.376.24 
$3,451.68 
$3.525.12 
$3.598.56 
$3.672.00 
$3.745.44 
$3,818.88 
$3.892.32 
$3.965.76 
$4.039.20 

$1,909.44 

Bilk 
Pmpowd Proposedl 

.Earn Anra 
5301.00 $ 227.56 
5602.00 S 455.12 
$903.00 5 882.68 

$1.204.00 5 910.24 
$1.505.00 9 1,137.80 
51,806.00 $ 1,365.36 
$2.107.00 5 1.592.92 
$2,408.00 5 1,820.48 
52.709.00 $ 2.048.04 
$3,010.00 $ 2.275.60 
$3,311.00 5 2,503.16 
$3.612.00 $ 2.730.72 
$3,913.00 $ 2,958.28 
$4.214.00 5 3,185.84 
$4.515.00 $ 3.413.40 
$4,816.00 0 3.640.98 
$5,117.00 5 3.868.52 
$5,418.00 5 4.096.08 
$5.719.00 5 4,323.64 
$6.020.00 $ 4,551.20 
58,321.00 $ 4.778.76 
$6.622.00 5 5,006.32 
$6.923.00 S 5.233.88 
$7,224.00 s 5.461.44 
57,525.00 $ 5.689.00 
57.826.00 $ 5.916.56 
58.127.00 5 6.144.12 
$8,428.00 $ 6.371.68 
$8,729.00 $ 6,599.24 
$9,030.00 5 6,826.80 
59.331.00 $ 7.054.36 
$9,632.00 S 7.281.92 
$9,933.00 5 7.509.48 

$10.234.00 5 7.737.04 
510.535.00 S 7,064.60 
$10.836.00 $ 8.192.16 
$11.137.W 5 8.419.72 
511.438.00 S 8.647.28 
$11,739.00 $ 6.674.84 
$12,040.00 $ 9,102.40 
$12.341.00 $ 9,329.96 
$12.642.00 $ 9,557.52 
$12.943.00 $ 9.785.08 
$13.244.00 $ 10.012.64 
$13.545.00 $ 10.240.20 
$13.848.00 $ 10.467.76 
$14.147.00 5 10,695.32 
$14,448.00 $ 10.922.88 
$14.749.00 5 11.150.44 
515.050.00 $ 11.378.00 
$15.351.00 S 11,605.56 
$15,652.00 5 11.833.12 
$15,953.00 $ 12.080.68 
$16.254.00 $ 12,288.24 
$18.555.00 5 12.515.80 

$7.826.00 $ 5.916.56 

m 8 8  
- w 

309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.66% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.66% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.88% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.86% 
309.68% 
309.86% 

309.86% 



EPCOR Water Arlzonr Inc - Sun Clty Wastewater 
Docket No: w-13lx3A49-0343; SW-1303AaM343 
Wastewater Distrid Rate Design Prcceeding 
Typical Bill Analysls 

Typlcal Bills 
Lhs Rate 
&k3!!HUk 

1 A2S7D 
2 A2S7D 
3 A2S7D 
4 A2S7D 
5 A2sm 
6 A2570 
7 A2S7D 
8 A2S7D 
9 MS7D 
10 A2S7D 
11 MS7D 
12 A2S7D 
13 A2S7D 
14 MS70 
15 A2S7D 
16 A2S7D 
17 m 7 D  
18 AZS7D 
19 A2S7D 
20 A2S7D 
21 A2S70 
22 A2S7D 
23 A2S7D 
24 A2SlD 
25 A2S7D 
26 MS7D 
21 MS70 
28 A2S7D 
29 A2S70 
30 AZS7D 
31 A2S7D 
32 A2S70 
33 AZS7D 
34 mID 
35 A2S7D 
36 A2S7D 
37 MS7D 
38 A2S7D 
39 A2S7D 
40 A2S7D 
41 AZS7D 
42 A2S7D 
43 A2S7D 
44 A2S7D 
45 A2SlQ 
46 A2SlD 
47 A2SlD 
48 A2S7D 
49 A2S7D 
50 A2sn 
51 A2SlD 
52 MS7D 
53 AZS7D 
54 AZsm 
55 A2S7D 
56 
57 A2S70 
58 
59 
80 

pascriuuon 

Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User =+ 2" 
Sun City Sewer C o m m  Large User => r 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Latge User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sew8r Cornmenial LEW User =+ 2" 
Sun City M r  Commerrial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User 3 2" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial Large User =a 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commerclal Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial User => 2" 
Sun City Sewar Commercial pap User => Y 
Sm City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sur City Sewer Commerdal Largo User =+ 2" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Law User - 2" 
Sun Cky Sewer Commercial Large User => 2' 
Sm City Sewar Commerdal Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer CornmMcial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Stm Cily M r  Commercial Large User =+ 2' 
Sun City Sewer Commanial Large User => 2" 
sm City sewer commenlal Large user => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commerclai Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sever Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commsnlal Large User => 2" 
Sun C i i  Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
S m  City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sawer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun Ciiy Swar Commercial Largo User => 2" 
Sun Cily Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Lsrge User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer C o m m a  Large User => 2" 
Sun Crty Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commerolsl Large Ussr => 2" 
Sun city Sewer Commercial m e  User => 2" 
Sun Ciiy Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun CMy Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Large User => 2" 
Sun city Sfwer Ccmmercial Large User => 2" 
Sun City Sewer Commercial Largo User => 2" 

sun city sewar commercial Large user => r 

m 
Cons u m pli o n 

2.000 
4.000 
6.000 
8,000 
10,000 

. 12.0 
14,000 
16,000 
18.000 

22,000 
24.000 
26,000 
28.000 
30.000 
32,000 
=.000 
36,000 
~ , 0 0 0  
@,m 
42,000 
44,Ooo 
48.000 
48.000 
50,000 
52.000 
54.m 
56.000 
58.000 
80.000 
62,000 
64,000 
66.000 

* 68.m 
70,000 
72,000 
74.000 
76,000 
78.000 
80,000 
82.000 
84,000 
86.000 
m000 
Q&O00 
92.000 
94.000 
=.Ooa 
98.000 
100.000 
102.000 
104,000 
106,000 
108.0W 
110,000 

Average: 78,279 

rnmo 

PMsent 

$16.20 
$78.77 
$81.35 
$83.92 
$88.49 
$89.06 
$91.64 
$94.21 
$96.78 
$99.35 
$101.93 
$104.50 
$107.07 
$109.64 
$1 12.22 
$1 14.79 
$1 17.36 
$1 19.93 
$122.51 
$125.08 
$121.65 
$130.22 
$132.80 
$135.37 
$131.94 
$140.51 
$143.08 
$145.88 
$148.23 
$150.80 
$153.37 
$155.95 
$158.52 
$161.09 
$163.66 
$166.24 
$168.81 
$171.38 
$173.95 
$176.53 
$179.10 
$181.87 
$184.24 
$186.82 
$189.39 
$191.96 
$194.53 
5191.1 1 
5199.88 
$202.25 
$204.82 
$201.39 
5209.97 
$212.54 
$215.11 

$174.31 

Proposad Propowdl 
& & ? -  

$394.00 $ 317.80 
$394.00 $ 315.23 
$394.00 $ 312.65 
$394.00 $ 310.08 
$394.00 $ 307.51 
$394.00 $ 304.94 
$394.00 $ 302.36 
$394.00 $ 299.79 
$394.00 $ 291.22 
$394.00 $ 294.65 
$394.00 $ 292.07 
$394.00 $ 269.50 
w4.00 5 286.93 
$394.00 $ 284.36 
$394.00 $ 281.78 
$394.00 S 279.21 
$394.00 $ 278.84 
$394.00 $ 274.07 
$394.00 $ 271.49 
$394.00 J 266.92 
$394.00 $ 266.35 
$394.00 $ 263.18 
$394.00 $ 261.20 
$394.00 S 258.83 
$394.00 $ 256.08 
$394.00 $ 253.49 
5394.00 $ 250.92 
$394.00 $ 248.34 
6394.00 S 245.77 
$394.00 $ 243.20 
$394.00 $ 240.63 
$394.00 $ 236.05 
$394.00 $ 235.48 
$394.00 $ 232.91 
$394.00 $ 230.34 
$394.00 $ 227.76 
$394.00 $ 225.19 
$394.00 $ 222.62 
$394.00 5 220.05 
$394.00 5 211.41 
5394.00 $ 214.90 
$394.00 $ 212.33 
$394.00 $ 209.76 
$394.00 $ 207.18 
$394.00 $ 204.61 
$394.00 $ 202.04 
$394.00 $ 199.47 
$394.00 $ 198.89 
$394.00 $ 194.32 
$394.00 $ 191.75 
$394.00 $ 189.18 
$394.00 $ 186.61 
$394.00 $ 184.03 
$394.00 $ 181.46 
5394.00 5 178.89 

$394.00 $ 219.69 

naease 
24 

417.04% 
400.16% 
384.34% 
369.50% 
355.53% 
342.38% 
329.86% 
318.22% 
307.10% 
296.56% 
286.55% 
277.04% 
267.98% 
259.35% 
251.11% 
243.24% 
235.72% 
228.52% 
221.62% 
215.00% 
208.66% 

186.70% 
191.06% 
185.63% 
180.40% 
175.38% 
170.50% 
165.80% 
161.27% 
156.89% 
152.65% 
148.55% 
144.58% 
140.74% 
137.01 % 
133.40% 
129.Wh 
126.50% 
12320% 
t 19.99% 
116.88% 
113.85% 
110.90% 
108.04% 
105.25% 
102.54% 
99.89% 
97.32% 
94.81% 
92.26% 
89.98% 
87.65% 
85.38% 
63.16% 

128.03% 

202.56% 



ATTACHMENT B 



Exhibit 
Schedule H-4 Rvsd 

Page 1 
Witness: Gutowski 

EPCOR Water Arhona Inc -Sun City West Wastewater 

Wastewater Distrid Rate Design Procaedng 
Docka NO: W-1303A-09-0343; SW-1303A-09-0343 

Une Rate 

1 BlSlA 
schedule Desaimn 

2 BlSlA 
3 BlSlA 
4 BlSlA 
5 BlSlA 
6 BlSlA 
7 BlSlA 
8 BlSlA 
9 BlSlA 

10 BlSlA 
11 B lS lA  
12 BlSlA 
13 BlSlA 
14 BlSlA 
15 BlSlA 
16 BlSlA 
17 BlSlA 
18 BlSlA 
19 BlSlA 
20 BlSlA 
21 BlSIA 
22 BlSlA 
23 BlSlA 
24 B1SlA 
25 BlSlA 
28 BlSlA 
27 BlSlA 
28 BlSlA 
29 BlSlA 
30 BlSlA 
31 BlSlA 
32 BlSlA 
33 0 lS lA  
34 BlSlA 
35 BlSlA 
36 BlSlA 
37 0 lS lA  
38 BlSlA 
39 01SlA 
40 BlSlA 
41 BlSlA 
42 B lS lA  
43 01SlA 
44 BlSlA 
45 01S1A 
46 BlSlA 
47 BlSlA 
48 BlSlA 
49 BlSlA 
50 BlSlA 
51 BlSlA 
52 BlSlA 
53 BlSlA 
54 BISlA 
55 BlSlA 
56 
57 BlSlA 
58 
59 
60 

Sun C i i  West Sewer Res-~Single 518" x 314" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Residential Single 5/8" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314' 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single 510" x 314. 
Sun Cily West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Singla 518" x.314" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Single 5/8" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single 5/6- x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Residentid Single 518" x 314" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 34" 
Sun City West Sewsr Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun Cty West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single 510" x 314" 
Sun Cky West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 34" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun Cky West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun C i  West Sewar Rasintisl Single 516" x 314" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Residentiel Single 518" x 314" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Residantial Single 518" x 314" 
Sun Cily West Sewer Residential Singb 518" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single 5/6" x 3/4" 
Sun C#y West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single W x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Residential Sin& 518" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun Cty West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun Cdy West Sewer Residentid Singla 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 3/4" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single 516" x 314" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Singla 518" x 314" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun Ci4y West Sewer Residential Single 5/8" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single 5/8  x 314" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314. 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Residentid Single W x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer ReeidantiPl Single 98. x 314' 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residentid Single 5/8 x 314" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Residentid Single 518" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single 518" x W4" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Residential Single 98" x 314" 
Sun Cily West Sewer Residential Single 516" x W4" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Slngle 518" x 314" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Singk 518" x 314. 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" 

Sun City West Sewer Residential Single 518" x 314" Average: 

ms 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

Typical Bills 
Present Proposed Proposedlncreasn 
m?ss 

$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 S 
$30.96 $ 
$30.98 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 E 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 5 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.98 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 S 

$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.98 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
530.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
530.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 $ 
$30.96 5 

$30.96 $ 

$30.96 

Batssc%!lQ@! 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 5 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 5 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 5 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 

34.30 $ 

3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 
3.34 

3.34 

9k 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 

10.79% 



Exhibit 
Schedule IC4 Rvsd 

Whess: Gutowdu 
p-2 

EPCOR Water Mzona Inc - Sun Clry West Wastewater 

Wastewater D i d  Rate Design Proceeding 
Dodtat No: W-1303A-09-0343; SW-1303A-090343 

Line Rate 
!!hschadule 

1 BISIB 
2 BISIB 
3 BlSlB 
4 BlSlB 
5 BISIB 
6 BISIB 
7 BlSlB 
8 BlSlB 
9 BlSIB 

10 BlSlB 
I 1  BlSIB 
12 BlSlB 
13 BISIB 
14 BlSlB 
15 BlSlB 
I 6  BlSlB 
17 BlSlB 
18 BISlB 
I 9  BISIB 
20 BlSlB 
21 BlSIB 
22 BlSlB 
23 BlSlB 
24 BISIB 
25 BISIB 
26 BISlB 
27 BlSIB 
28 BISIB 
29 BISlB 
30 BISlB 
31 BlS1B 
32 BlSlB 
33 BISlB 
34 BlSlB 
35 BlSlB 
36 BlSlB 
37 BISIB 
38 BlSlB 
39 BlSlB 
40 BlSlB 
41 BlSlB 
42 BISlB 
43 BlSlB 
44 BISlB 
45 BISlB 
46 BISIB 
47 BISIB 
48 BISIB 
49 BlSlB 
50 BlSlB 
51 BlSlB 
52 BlSlB 
53 BlSlB 
54 BlSlB 
55 BlSlB 
58 
57 BISIB 
58 
59 
80 

Descri~m 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Residential Single Unit I "  
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Una I" 
Sun C i i  West Sswer Residential Single Unit I" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City Wesl Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit I" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Residential Single Unit I" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unt I" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewar Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer ResidenUal Single Unit I" 
SunCiiWesiSewerResidentialSingIeUnitl" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residentiel Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit I "  
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1' 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sawctr Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Rasidential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun CRY West Sewer Residential Single Unit I" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Residential Single Unit I "  
Sun Cii West Sewer Residential Single Unit I "  
Sun Cii West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun Cily West Sawar Residential Sile Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewar Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  Wed Sewer Residenlial Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun Cky West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewar Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sawer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sevm Residential Single Unit 1" 

Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 1' 

unas 
1 
I 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
I 
1 
I 
1 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
I 

1 

Rates 
$77.40 $ 
$77.40 5 

$77.40 $ 
$77.40 5 
$77.40 $ 

sn.40 $ 

$77.40 s 
$77.40 s 
$77.40 s 
sn.40 s 
$77.40 S 
$77.40 $ 
$77.40 5 
$77.40 $ 
$77.40 $ 
877.40 $ 
$77.40 5 
$77.40 $ 
$77.40 $ 
$77.40 5 
$77.40 o 
sn.40 s 
sn.40 
$77.40 s 
$77.40 $ 
$77.40 5 
$77.40 5 
$77.40 $ 
577.40 S 

$77.40 $ 
$77.40 $ 

m . 4 0  s 
sn.40 s 
$77.40 
sn.40 s 
sn.40 s 
$77.40 $ 
$77.40 5 
$77.40 $ 
$77.40 $ 
$77.40 $ 
$77.40 $ 
sn.40 s 
sn.40 s 
s n a o  t 
sn.40 s 
sn.40 s 
$77.40 3 
$77.40 $ 
$77.40 S 
$77.40 $ 
$77.40 5 
$77.40 $ 
$77.40 $ 
$77.40 $ 

$77.40 $ 

Typical Bins 
Present Proposed Proposedlncrease 

BaW A!?xa I l% 
34.30 S (43.10) -55.68% 
34.30 S 143.10) -55.68% 
34.30 4 , 
34.30 S I 

34.30 S 1 

34.30 $ 
34.30 5 
34.30 5 
34.30 S 
34.30 $ 
34.30 5 
34.30 5 
34.30 5 
34.30 $ 
34.30 5 
34.30 5 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 S 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 5 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 5 
34.30 $ 
34.30 5 
34.30 S 
34.30 $ 
34.30 5 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 5 
34.30 $ 
34.30 5 
34.30 $ 
34.30 S 
34.30 $ 
34.30 S 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 5 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 S 
34.30 $ 
34.30 5 
34.30 $ 
34.30 S 

34.30 5 

i43.16) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.1 0) -55.68% 
(43.f0) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.66% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.88% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.66% 
(43. IO)  -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.66% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.88% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 
(43.10) -55.68% 

(43.10) -55.68% 
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EPCOR Water Alizona Inc -Sun Cny West Wastewater 

Wsstewater Distrid Rate Design Pmceeding 
DOd~et NO: W-1303A49-0343; SW-1303A-09-0343 

Typical Bills 
Plesmi 
Raas 

$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 S 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 J 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 S 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 5 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 $ 
$247.66 S 
$247.66 $ 

$247.66 $ 

Line Rate 
!!hS&Qa!!B 

1 BlSlD 
Description 

Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =BY 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun Ciiy West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun C i  Wesl Sewer Residential Slngle Unit =>T 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>T' 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Singla Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit -2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>T 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>Y 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S i i l e  Unit =>2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>T 
Sun C i  West Sewer R e M d  Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit -2" 
Sun Cny West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2' 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit =x?" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Sin* Unit =>2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Siigb Unit =>2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Singk Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S i i l e  Unit =>T' 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>T 
Sun CXy West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residedl Single Unit =>2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun Cily West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>T 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit=>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun Ciiy West Sewer Residenlial Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun Cily West Sewer Residentid Shgk Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =r2" 
Sun Cky West Sewer Residential Singb Unit 1x2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>T 
Sun C i  West S m a r  Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit -22' 
Sun C i i  Wed Sewer Residential Single Unk =>T 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Una =>T 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit=>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Singb Unit =>2" 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Single Unit =>2" 

Sun City West Sewer Residential Singb Unit =>T 

2 BlSlD 
3 BlSlD 
4 BlSlD 
5 BlSlD 
6 BlSlD 
7 BlSlD 
6 BlSlD 
9 BlSlD 

10 BlSlD 
11 BlSlD 
12 BlSlD 
13 BlSlD 
14 BlSlD 
15 BlSlD 
16 BlSlD 
17 BlSlD 
18 BlSlD 
19 BlSlD 
20 BlSlD 
21 BlSlD 
22 BlSlD 
23 BlSlD 
24 BlSlD 
25 BlSlD 
26 BlSlD 
27 BlSlD 
26 BlSlD 
29 BlSlD 
30 BlSlD 
31 B1 SlD 
32 BlSlD 
33 BlSlD 
34 BlSlD 
35 BlSlD 
36 BlSlD 
37 BlSlD 
36 B1 S1 D 
39 BlSlD 
40 BlSlD 
41 BlSlD 
42 BlSlD 
43 BlSlD 
44 BlSlD 
45 BlSlD 
46 BlSlD 
47 BlSlD 
48 BlSlD 
49 BlSlD 
50 BlSlD 
51 BlSlD 
52 BlSlD 
53 BlSlD 
54 BlSlD 
55 BlSlD 
56 
57 BlSlD 
58 
59 
60 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Average: 1 

Propos* 
&&s 

34.30 
34.30 
34.30 
34.30 
34.30 
34.30 
34.30 
34.30 
34.30 
34.30 
34.30 
34.30 
34.30 

Proposed Inc 

(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 

34.30 5 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 
34.30 $ 

34.30 S 

(21 3.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(21 3.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(21 3.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(21 3.36) 
(213.36) 
(21 3.36) 
(213.36) 
(21 3.36) 
(21 3.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 
(213.36) 

(213.36) 

:ream 
26 

-86.15% 

-86.15% 
-86.15% 

-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-66.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-66.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.1 5% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-88.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-66.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-66.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-66.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 
-66.15% 
-86.15% 
-86.15% 

-86.15% 
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EPCOR Water Arizona Inc - Sun Cily West Wastewater 

Wastewater Disthd Rate Design Proweding 
Docket NO: W-1303A-040343; SW-1303A-09-0343 

Line Rate 

1 BlSlN 
2 BlSlN 
3 BlSlN 
4 BlSlN 
5 BlSlN 
6 BlSlN 
7 BlSlN 
8 BlSlN 
9 BlSlN 

10 BlSlN 
11 BlSlN 
12 BlSlN 
13 BlSlN 
14 BlSlN 
15 BlSlN 
16 BlSlN 
17 BlSlN 
18 BlSlN 
19 BISlN 
20 BlSlN 
21 BISlN 
22 BISlN 
23 BlSIN 
24 BlSlN 
25 BlSlN 
28 BlSlN 
27 BlSlN 
20 BlSlN 
29 BlSlN 
30 BlSlN 
31 BlSlN 
32 BlSlN 
33 BlSlN 
34 BlSlN 
35 BlSIN 
36 BlSlN 
37 BlSlN 
38 BlSlN 
39 BlS1N 
40 BlSlN 
41 BlSlN 
42 BlSlN 
43 BlSlN 
44 BlSlN 
45 BlSlN 
46 BlSlN 
47 BlSlN 
40 BlSlN 
49 BlSlN 
50 BlSlN 
51 BlSlN 
52 BlSlN 
53 BlSlN 
54 BlSlN 
55 BlSlN 
56 
57 BlSlN 
58 
59 
60 

&a&!&!s DeSCriDtiOn 
Sun City West Sewer Resldential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential S Unit NM1 Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun CHy West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residentlal S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Resideniiel S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sawsr Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun Cii West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer ResidenUal S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun Cily West Sewer Reoklential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun Ci West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun Cii West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun Cily West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun my West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun CRY West Sewer ResideM S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer RedKentiat S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i  West Sswer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun Ci West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun Cdy West Sawer Residential S Unit Nan Water 
Sun C i  West Sawer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 
Sun City West Sewer Residential S Unit Non Water 

Sun City West Sewer Reoider~iial S Unit Non Water Average: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

Typical Bilk 
Present Proposed Fvoposed 
Rates 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$0.00 

$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 s - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 s - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 5 - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 5 - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 5 - 
30.00 s - 
$0.00 5 - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 s - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 s - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 
$0.00 $ - 

InUeaSa 
!& 

#DIV/Ol 
#DIV/OI 
#DIV/OI 
#DlV/Ol 

#DIV/OI 
#DIV/OI 
#DNrnI 

#DIVIOI 
#DIV/OI 
#DIV/OI 
#DIVIOI 
#DIV/OI 
#DIV/OI 
#DIVIOI 

#DIVK)I 
#DIVIOI 
#DIV/OI 
#DIV/OI 
#OIV/OI 
#DIV/OI 
#DIV/OI 
#DN/OI 
#DIV/OI 
#DIVIOI 
#DIV/OI 
#DN/OI 

#DlV/OI 
#DIV/OI 
#01V/OI 
IDIVIOI 
#DN/OI 
#DlV/OI 
#DIV/OI 
#DIVIOI 
#DIV/OI 
#DIV/OI 
#DIV/Ol 
#DIV/O! 
#DIVIOI 
#DIVIOI 
#DIVrnI 
#DIV/OI 
#OIV/OI 
#DIVrnI 
#DIVIof 
#DIVIOI 
#DIVIOI 
#DIV/OI 
#DIV/OI 
#DlV/Ol 
#DIV/OI 

#DIV/OI 

#Divrnt 

mtvrnt 

mtvrn i  

mivmi 
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EPCOR Water Arizona Inc - Sun City West Wastewater 

Wastswater Distrid Rate Design P ~ ~ w d l n g  
Dock& NO: W-1303A-09-0343; SW-1303A-080343 

Typical Bills 
Line Rate - No. Schedule 

1 BlS2A 
2 01s2A 
3 BlS2A 
4 BlS2A 
5 BlS2A 
6 BlS2A 
7 0lS2A 
8 BlS2A 
9 BlSW 

10 01s2A 
11 01s2A 
12 BlS2A 
13 01S2A 
14 01S2A 
15 BlS2A 
16 BlSZA 
17 BlS2A 
18 01s2A 
19 01s2A 
20 BlS2A 
21 01s2A 
22 01s2A 
23 01S2A 
24 01S2A 
25 01S2A 
26 BlS2A 
27 BlSZA 
28 81S2A 
29 BlS2A 
30 BlS2A 
31 01S2A 
32 01S2A 
33 BlS2A 
34 BlS2A 
35 81S2A 
36 01S2A 
37 0 1 s a  
38 BlS2A 
39 BlS2A 
40 01S2A 
41 BlS2A 
42 BlS2A 
43 BlS2A 
44 01s2A 
45 BlS2A 
46 BlS2A 
47 0lS2A 
48 BlS2A 
49 BlSW 
50 01S2A 
51 01S2A 
52 BlS2A 
53 81S2h 
54 BlS2A 
55 BIS2A 
56 
57 BlS2A 
58 
59 
60 

. .  
Sun Ciiy West Sewer Residential Muiti all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi a l  Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Mul  all Units 
Sun City West Sawar Residential MUM all Units 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun C i  Wed Sevar Residential Multi all Units 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi an Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi an Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential MUM all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi a l  Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Muiti all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential MUHI all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi aY Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi a l  Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residenlial MUM all Units 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential MUM all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun C i  West Sewer Residential Multi aM Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Muki all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Re&ential Multi all Un'W 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential MUM all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Residential Multi e l  Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential MulU all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi a l  Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential M M  an Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units 
Sun City West Sewer Residential MUM all Units 

Sun City West Sewer Residential Multi all Units Averege: 

m 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

6 

PnSI3-d 
mQs 

$30.96 
$61.92 
$92.88 

$123.84 
5154.80 
$185.76 
$216.72 
$247.68 
$278.64 
$309.60 
$340.56 
$371.52 
$402.48 
$433.44 
$464.40 
$495.36 
$526.32 
$557.28 
$588.24 
$619.20 
$650.16 
$681.12 
$712.08 
$743.04 
$774.00 
$804.96 
$835.92 
$866.88 
$897.84 
$928.80 
$959.76 
$990.72 

$1,021.68 
$1,052.64 
$1,083.60 
$1.114.56 
$1,145.52 
$1,170.48 
$1,207.44 
$1,238.40 
$1,269.36 
$1,300.32 
$1.331.28 
$1,362.24 
$1,393.20 
$1,424.1 6 
$1,455.12 
$1.486.08 
$1,517.04 
$1,548.00 
$1.578.96 
$1,60932 
51,640.88 
$1,671 .84 
$1.702.80 

$174.78 

PTOPOGB~ Proposedlnuearo 
& & & & A  

$34.30 5 3.34 
$68.60 $ 

$102.90 $ 
$137.20 $ 
$171.50 $ 
$205.80 S 
$240.10 $ 
$274.40 $ 
$308.70 $ 
$343.M) $ 
$377.30 5 
$411.60 S 
$445.90 $ 
$480.20 s 
$514.50 $ 
$548.80 $ 
$583.10 $ 
$617.40 $ 
$651.70 $ 
$686.00 $ 
$720.30 $ 
$754.60 $ 
$788.90 $ 
$823.20 5 
$857.50 5 
$891.80 s 
$926.10 $ 
$960.40 $ 
$994.70 $ 

$1,029.00 $ 
$1,063.30 $ 
$1,097.60 $ 
$1.131.90 5 
$1.166.20 $ 
$1,200.50 5 
$1,234.80 $ 
$1,269.10 $ 
$1,303.40 $ 
$1,337.70 $ 
$1.372.00 $ 
$1,406.30 $ 
$1,440.60 $ 
$1,474.90 $ 
51.509.20 $ 
51,543.50 $ 
$1,577.80 $ 
$1,612.10 $ 
$1,646.40 $ 
$1,680.70 $ 
$1.715.00 $ 
$1,749.30 5 
$1.783.60 $ 
51,817.90 $ 
$1,852.20 $ 
$1,886.50 $ 

$193.64 $ 

6.68 
10.02 
13.36 
16.70 
20.04 
23.38 
26.72 
30.08 
33.40 
36.74 
40.08 
43.42 
46.76 
50.10 
53.44 
56.78 
60.12 
63.46 
66.80 
70.14 
73.48 
76.82 
60.16 
83.50 
86.84 
90.18 
93.52 
96.86 

100.20 
103.54 
106.88 
110.22 
113.56 
116.90 
120.24 
123.58 
126.92 
130.26 
133.60 
136.94 
140.28 
143.62 
146.96 
150.30 
153.64 
158.98 
180.32 
163.66 
167.00 
170.34 
173.68 
177.02 
180.36 
183.70 

18.86 

% 
1c79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 

10.79% 
10.79% 
10.79% 

10.79% 

10.79% 
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m e s s :  Gutowsld 

EPCOR Water Arizona Inc - Sun Chy West Wastewater 

Wastewater Disbicl Rate Deg$n Proceeding 
DO&& NO: W-1303A-09-0343: SW-1303A-094343 

Typical Bib 
Line Rate - No. 

1 B2MS2 
2 B2MS2 
3 B2MS2 
4 B2MS2 
5 B2MS2 
6 B2MS2 
7 BWS2 
8 B2MS2 
9 B2MS2 

10 B2MS2 
11 e m s 2  
12 B2MS2 
13 B2MS2 
14 B2MS2 
15 82MS2 
16 B2MS2 
17 B2MS2 
18 B2MS2 
19 B2MS2 
20 B2MS2 
21 B2MS2 
22 B2MS2 
23 B2MS2 
24 B2MS2 
25 B2MS2 
26 BZMSZ 
27 B2MS2 
28 B2MS2 
29 B2MS2 
30 B2MS2 
31 B2MS2 
32 B2MS2 
33 B2MS2 
34 B2MS2 
35 B2MS2 
36 B2MS2 
37 B2MS2 
38 B2MS2 
39 B2MS2 
40 B2MS2 
41 B2MS2 
42 B2MS2 
43 B2MS2 
44 B2MS2 
45 B2MS2 
46 B2MS2 
47 B2MS2 
48 B2MS2 
49 B2MS2 
50 B2MS2 
51 B2MS2 
52 B2MS2 
53 BZMS2 
54 02MS2 
55 B2MS2 
56 
57 02MS2 
58 
59 
60 

Q==!Q@ Sun C i  Weat Sewer Commeraal WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal WC 
Sun Cir/ Wast Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal WC 
Sun City West Sewer Commarcial WC 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun CUy West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commerdal WC 
Sun city weat Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun Cty We& Sewer Commerdal WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal WC 
Sun C i i  West Sewer C m e r d a l  WC 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun Cty wast Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun CHy West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commerdal WC 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Samr Commercial WC 
Sun Ciy West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City West Sewrw Commarcial WC 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun Cky West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal WC 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal WC 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Sewsr Commercial WC 
Sun C i  Wast Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun Cw West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun Cty West Sewer Commarciel WC 
Sun Ci weot Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West k r  Commercial WC 
Sun C i  West Sswer Commercial WC 
Sun City Wast Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun city West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun Cky West Sewer Commercial WC 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial WC 

Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WC Average: 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

I O  
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

5 

Present 

$11.65 
$23.30 
$34.95 
$46.60 
$58.25 
$69.90 
$81.55 
$93.20 

$104.85 
$116.50 
$128.15 
5139.80 
$151.45 
$1 63.1 0 
$174.75 

$198.05 
$209.70 
$221.35 
$233.00 
$244.65 
$256.30 
$267.95 
$279.60 
$291.25 
$302.90 
$314.55 
$326.20 
$337.85 
$349.50 
$361 .15 
$372.80 
$36384.45 
$396.10 
$407.75 
$419.40 
$431.05 
$442.70 
$454.35 
$466.00 
$477.65 
$489.30 
$500.95 
$512.60 
$524.25 
$535.90 
5547.55 
$559.20 
$570.85 
$582.50 
$594.15 
$605.80 
$617.45 
$629.10 
$640.75 

$55.34 

~ 1 m . 4 0  

pmposed 
Rates 

$81.59 
$163.18 
$244.77 
$326.36 
$407.95 
$489.54 
$571.1 3 
$652.72 
$734.31 
$815.90 
5897.49 
$979.08 

$1.080.67 
$1,142.26 
$1.223.85 
$1.305.44 
$1,387.03 
$1,468.62 
$1,550.21 
$1.631.80 
$1.713.39 
$1,794.98 
$1,876.57 
$1,958.16 
$2,039.75 
52,121.34 
$2.202.93 
$2.284.52 
$2,368.1 1 
$2#44?,70 
$2.529.29 
$2,610.68 
52.692.47 
$2.774.08 
$2.855.65 
$2.937.24 
53.018.83 
$3.100.42 
$3,182.01 
$3.263.60 
$3345.19 
$3,426.78 
$3.508.37 
$3,589.96 
$3,671.55 
$3.753.1 4 
$3,834.73 
$3.916.32 
$3,997.91 
$4,079.50 
$4.161.09 
$4,242.68 
$4,324.27 
$4.405.86 
$4,487.45 

Proposed 11 

$ 69.94 
$ 139.88 
$ 209.82 
S 279.76 
$ 349.70 
5 419.64 
$ 489.58 
$ 559.52 
$ 629.46 
$ 699.40 
$ 769.34 
$ 839.28 
$ 909.22 
$ 979.18 
$ 1,049.10 
$ 1,119.04 
$ 1,188.98 
$ 1,258.92 
$ 1,328.86 
$ 1,398.80 
$ 1,468.74 
$ 1,538.68 
$ 1,608.62 
$ 1,678.56 
$ 1.748.50 
5 1,818.44 
$ 1,888.38 
$ 1.958.32 
$ 2.028.26 
$ 2,098.20 
$ 2,168.14 
$ 2,238.08 
$ 2.308.02 
$ 2.377.96 
$ 2,447.90 
$ 2,517.84 
$ 2,587.78 
$ 2,657.72 
$ 2,727.66 
$ 2.797.60 
$ 2,887.54 
$ 2,937.48 
$ 3,007.42 
$ 3,077.36 
$ 3,147.30 
$ 3,217.24 
$ 3,287.18 
$ 3.357.12 
$ 3.427.06 
$ 3,497.00 
s 3.568.94 
$ 3,636.88 
E 3.706.82 
$ 3.776.76 
$ 3.846.70 

nmase 
% 

600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
800.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
800.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 
600.34% 

$387.55 $ 332.22 600.34% 



EPCOR Water Arizona Inc -Sun  City West Wastewater 
Docket No: W-1303A-094343; SW-1303A-090343 
Wewater  Distrid Rate Design Procseding 

Line Rate 
&&s!&Q!a Descriotb2fl 

1 B2MS3 
2 B2MS3 
3 B2MS3 
4 B2MS3 
5 B2MS3 
6 B2MS3 
7 B2MS3 
8 B 2 S 3  
9 B2MS3 

10 B2MS3 
11 B2MS3 
12 B2MS3 
13 B2MS3 
14 B2MS3 
15 B2MS3 
16 B2MS3 
17 B2MS3 
18 B2MS3 
19 B2MS3 
20 B2MS3 
21 B2MS3 
22 B2MS3 
23 B2MS3 
24 B2MS3 
25 B2MS3 
28 B2MS3 
27 B2MS3 
28 B2MS3 
29 B2MS3 
30 B2MS3 
31 B2MS3 
32 B2MS3 
33 B2MS3 
34 B2MS3 
35 B2MS3 
36 BZMS3 
37 E N S 3  
38 B2MS3 
39 B2MS3 
40 B2MS3 
41 B2MS3 
42 B2MS3 
43 B2MS3 
44 B2MS3 
45 B2MS3 
46 B2MS3 
47 B2MS3 
48 B2MS3 
49 B2MS3 
50 B2MS3 
51 B2MS3 
52 B2MS3 
53 B2MS3 
54 B2MS3 
55 B2MS3 
56 
57 B N S 3  
58 
59 
60 

Sun M y  West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewe~ Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial OW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial OW 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial OW 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun CXy We& Sewer Commercial OW 
Sun Ciiy West Sewer Commerdal DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial OW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C4ty West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial OW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdd DW 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun Ciy  West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun Cily West Sewer Cwnmerdal DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal DW 
Sun Cty West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercid DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial OW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commenial OW 
Sun C i  West Sawsr Commwdal DW 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer CommMcial DW 
Sun Ciiy West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commerciel DW 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun Cty West Sewer Commerdal DW 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West !%wr Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City wast Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun C I  West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun Cty West Sewer Commerdel DW 
Sun CRy West S e m  Commercial OW 
Sun city West Sewer Commercial DW 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial DW 

Sun C i i  West S e w r  CommeW DW Average: 

!+!tu 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
48 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

25 
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wtness: Gutowski 

Tvdcal Bills 
Preseni ’ 
&!m 

$93.42 
$166.84 
$280.26 
$373.68 
$467.10 
$560.52 
$653.94 
$747.36 
$840.78 
$934.20 

$1,027.62 
$1,121.04 
$1,214.46 
$1,307.88 
$1.401 30 
$1,494.72 
$1,588.14 
$1.681.56 
$1 -774.98 
$1,668.40 
$1.981.82 
$2.055.24 
$2.1 48.66 
$2.242.08 
$2,335.50 
$2.428.92 
$2,522.34 
$2.61 5.76 
$2.709.18 
$2,802.60 
$2.896.02 
$2.989.44 
$3,082.66 
$3.17628 
$3,289.70 
$3,363.12 
$3.456.54 
$3.549.96 
$3,643.38 
$3,736.80 
$3.830.22 
$3,923.64 
$4,017.06 
$4,110.48 
$4,203.90 
$4,297.32 
$4,390.74 
$4.464.16 
$4.577.58 
$4.671.00 
$4.764.42 
$4,857.84 
$4,951 .a 
$5,044.88 
$5,138.10 

$2,335.50 

Proposed Proposedll 
m S s 4 n Q ! a  

$81.59 $ (11.83) 
$163.18 $ (23.66) 

$326.38 $ (47.32) 
$407.95 $ (59.15) 

$571.13 5 (82.81) 
$652.72 $ (94.64) 
$734.31 $ (106.47) 
$815.90 S (118.30) 
$897.49 $ (130.13) 
$979.08 $ (141.96) 

$1.060.67 $ (153.79) 
$1.142.26 $ (165.82) 
$1.223.85 $ (177.45) 
$1.305.44 f (189.28) 
$1,387.03 $ (201.11) 
$1.468.62 $ (212.94) 
$1.550.21 $ (224.77) 
$1,831.80 $ (236.60) 
$1,713.39 $ (248.43) 
$1,794.98 $ (260.26) 
$1,876.57 $ (272.09) 
$1.958.16 $ (283.92) 
$2.039.75 $ (295.75) 
$2.121.34 $ (307.58) 
$2,202.93 $ (319.41) 
$2.284.52 $ (331.24) 
$2.366.11 $ (343.07) 
$2,447.70 $ (354.90) 
$2.529.29 $ (366.73) 
$2,810.88 $ (378.56) 
$2,692.47 $ (390.39) 
$2,774.06 $ (402.22) 
$2.855.65 $ (414.05) 
$2.937.24 $ (425.88) 
$3.018.83 $ (437.71) 
$3.100.42 $ (449.54) 
$3.162.01 $ (461.37) 
$3.263.60 $ (473.20) 
$3.345.19 $ (485.03) 
$3.426.78 $ (496.66) 
$3.508.37 $ (508.69) 
$3,589.96 $ (520.52) 
$3.671.55 $ (532.35) 
$3.753.14 $ (544.18) 
$3,83413 $ (556.01) 
$3.916.32 $ (567.64) 
$3,997.91 $ (579.67) 
$4,079.50 $ (591.50) 
$4,181.09 $ (603.33) 
$4.242.68 $ (615.16) 
$4.324.27 S (826.99) 
$4,405.86 $ (638.82) 
$4,487.45 $ (650.65) 

$2,039.75 $ (295.75) 

$244.77 $ (35.49) 

$489.54 $ (70.S8) 

newam 
Y? 

-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.86% 
-12.66% 
-12.86% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.86% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.86% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.86% 
-12.66% 
-1266% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 
-12.66% 

-12.66% 
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WW~ess: Gutawski 

EPCOR Water Arizona Inc -Sun Cky West Wastewater 

Wastewater D i d  Rate Design Proceeding 
Docket NO: W-1303A-09-0343; SW-1303A49-0343 

Line Rate 

1 B2MS4 
2 B2MS4 
3 B2MS4 
4 B2MS4 
5 B2MS4 
6 B2MS4 
7 B2MS4 
8 B2MS4 
9 B2MS4 

10 B2MS4 
11 B2MS4 
12 B2MS4 
13 B2MS4 
14 B2MS4 
15 82MS4 
16 B2MS4 
17 B2MS4 
18 B2MS4 
19 B2MS4 
20 02MS4 
21 B2MS4 
22 B2MS4 
23 B2MS4 
24 E2MS4 
25 B2MS4 
26 B2MS4 
27 B2MS4 
28 B2MS4 
29 B2MS4 
30 B2MS4 
31 B2MS4 
32 B2MS4 
33 B2MS4 
34 B2MS4 
35 B2MS4 
36 B2MS4 
37 62MS4 
38 B2MS4 
39 B2MS4 
40 B2MS4 
41 B2MS4 
42 B2MS4 
43 B2MS4 
44 B2MS4 
45 02MS4 
46 B2MS4 
47 B2MS4 
48 B2MS4 
49 B2MS4 
50 02MS4 
51 B2MS4 
52 B2MS4 
53 62- 
54 B2MS4 
55 B2MS4 
56 
57 E2MS4 
58 
59 
60 

mSchedule Dascri~on 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commdal WM 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Cty West Sewer Commerdel WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdd WM 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West h r  Commercid WM 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commerdal WM 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Cty West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  We& Sewr Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commenial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun city West Sewer Commerdal WM 
Sun Ci West Sewar Commercial WM 
Sun CHy West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun CRY West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Ci Wesl Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Ciy  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun city Wesi Sewar Commercial WM 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal WM 
Sun Ciy West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Ci West Sswnr Commardal WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i y  West Sewer Commwdal WM 
Sun city West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commerdal WM 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WM 
Sun Cily West Sewer Comrnerdal WM 
Sun Cny West Sswnr Commemhl WM 
Sun C i  West Sewer CommerW WM 

Sun City West Sewer Commdal WM Average: 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

34 

L!m 
Typical 

PWsSnt 
B&?s 

$21.80 
$43.60 
$65.40 
$87.20 

$109.00 
$130.80 
$152.60 
$174.40 
$196.20 
$216.00 
$239.80 
$261.60 
$283.40 
$305.20 
$327.00 
5348.80 
$370.60 
$392.40 
$414.20 
$436.00 
$457.80 
$479.60 
$501.40 
$523.20 
$545.00 
$566.80 
$588.60 
$610.40 
$632.20 
$654.00 
$675.80 
$697.60 
$719.40 
$741.20 
$783.00 
$784.80 
$806.60 
$828.40 
$850.20 
$672.00 
$893.80 
$915.60 
$937.40 
$959.20 
1981.00 

$1,002.80 
$1,024.60 
$1,046.40 
$1.068.20 
$1,090.00 
$1.1 11.80 
$1.133.60 
51,155.40 
$1,177.20 
$1.199.00 

$741.20 

I Bins 
Proposed Propos.3dl 

$81.59 $ 59.79 
$163.18 $ 119.58 
$244.77 $ 179.37 
$32636 $ 239.16 
$407.95 $ 298.95 
$489.54 $ 358.74 
$571.13 $ 418.53 
$652.72 $ 478.32 
$734.31 S 538.11 
$615.90 $ 597.90 
$897.49 $ 657.89 
$979.08 $ 717.48 

$1,060.67 $ 771.27 
$1,142.26 $ 837.06 
$1,223.85 $ 896.85 
$1,305.44 $ 956.64 
$1,387.03 $ 1.016.43 
$1,468.62 $ 1.076.22 
$1,55051 $ 1.136.01 
$1,631.80 $ 1.195.80 
$1.713.39 $ 1,255.59 
$1,7@4.98 $ 1,315.38 
$1.876.57 $ 1,375.17 
$1.958.16 $ 1.434.96 
$2,039.75 $ 1.494.75 
$2,121.34 $ 1.554.54 
$2.202.93 $ 1,814.33 
$2.284.52 $ 1.674.12 
$2,366.11 $ 1.733.91 
$2.447.70 $ 1,793.70 
$2.529.29 $ 1.863.49 
$2,610.88 $ 1,913.28 
$2,692.47 $ 1,973.07 
$2,774.06 $ 2.032.86 
$2,855.65 $ 2.092.65 
$2,937.24 $ 2,152.44 
$3.018.83 $ 2,212.23 
$3.100.42 $ 2,272.02 
$3,182.01 $ 2,331.81 
$3,263.60 $ 2,391.60 
$3,345.19 $ 2.451.39 
$3,426.78 $ 2.511.18 
$3,508.37 $ 2.570.97 
$3.589.96 $ 2,630.76 
$3.871.55 $ 2.690.55 
$3,753.14 $ 2,750.34 
$3.834.73 $ 2.810.13 
53.916.32 $ 2.869.92 
$3,997.91 $ 2.929.71 
$4,079.50 $ 2,989.50 
$4.161.09 $ 3.049.29 
$4,242.68 $ 3.109.08 
$4,324.27 $ 3,168.87 
$4.405.86 S 3.228.66 
$4.487.45 $ 3.288.45 

$2,774.08 $ 2.032.86 

ncrease 
% 

274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 
274.27% 

274.27% 



ExhiM 
Schedule H 4  Rvsd 

Pam 9 
Wwess: Gutowski 

EPCOR Water I\rlzona Inc - Sun City West Wastewater 

Wastewater Distrid Rate Design Proceeding 
Dockel NO: W-1303A-09-0343; SW-1303A-090343 

. .  Line Rate 
BQ.!&IB!&k 

1 B2MS5 Sun Citv West Sewer Commercial WR 
2 B2MS5 
3 B2MS5 
4 B2MS5 
5 B2MS5 
6 B2MS5 
7 B2MS5 
8 B2MS5 
9 B2MS5 

10 B2MS5 
11 B2MS5 
12 B2MS5 
13 B2MS5 
14 B2MS5 
15 B2MS5 
16 B2MS5 
17 B2MS5 
18 B2MS5 
19 B2MS5 
20 B2MS5 
21 B2MS5 
22 B2MS5 
23 B2MS5 
24 62MS5 
25 B2MS5 
26 82MS5 
27 82MS5 
28 B2MS5 
29 B2MS5 
30 B2MS5 
31 B2MS5 
32 B2MS5 
33 B2MS5 
34 B2MS5 
35 B2MS5 
36 B2MS5 
37 B2MS5 
38 B2MS5 
39 82MS5 
40 B2MS5 
41 B2MS5 
42 B2MS5 
43 82Ms5 
44 B2MS5 
45 B2MS5 
46 B2MS5 
47 B2MS5 
48 B2MS5 
49 B2MS5 
50 62MS5 
51 B2MS5 
52 B2MS5 
53 B2MS5 
54 B2MS5 
55 B2MS5 
58 
57 B2MS5 
58 
59 

Sun City wsst sewer commercii WR 
Sun City West %war Commercial WR 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Wast Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  West Sawer Commerdd WR 
Sun City West Sawer Commercial WR 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commerdal WR 
Sun C R  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal WR 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  Wed Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i i  Wesf Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i y  West Sewer Commamiat WR 
Sun Ci Wed Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  West -r Commercial WR 
Sun City Wesl Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  West Sswer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  Wesl Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i i  Weal Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  West Sewer Cornmemid WR 
Sun Ci West Sewer Cornmarcia1 WR 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal WR 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City West Sewer Cornmenial WR 
Sun Ci West Sewr Commercial WR 
Sun City Wsst Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun Cii West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City Wsst Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  West Sewar Commercial WR 
Sun C i i  W d  Sewer C o m m W  WR 
Sun C i  Wesi Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun C i  West Sewar Commercial WR 
Sun Clty West Sewer Cornmenial WR 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial WR 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial WR 

Sun C i  West Sewer Comrnerdal WR Avuage: 

!?!!@a 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 

11 

Present 

$45.67 
$91 34 

$137.01 
$182.88 
$228.35 
$274.02 
$319.69 
$365.36 
$41 1.03 
$456.70 
$502.37 
$548.04 
$593.71 
$639.38 
$685.05 

$776.39 
$822.06 
$867.73 
$913.40 
$959.07 

$1.004.74 
$1,050.41 
$1,096.08 
$1,141.75 
$1 $1 87.42 
$1,233.09 
$1,278.76 
$1.324.43 
$1,370.10 
$1.415.77 
$1,463.44 
$1.507.1 1 
$1.552.78 
$1.598.45 
$1,644.12 
$1.689.79 
$1.735.46 
$1,781.13 
$1,826.80 
$1.872.47 
$1.918.14 
$1,963.81 
$2.009.48 
$2.055.1 5 
$2.100.82 
$2,146.49 
$2,192.16 
$2,237.83 
$2.283.50 
$2.329.17 
$2.374.84 
$2.420.51 
$2,466.1 8 
$2,511.85 

$502.37 

s730.n 

Typical Bilk 
I Proposed Proposedlnaease 

$81.59 $ 35.92 
$163.18 $ 71.84 
$244.77 $ 107.76 
$326.36 $ 143.68 
$407.95 $ 179.60 
$489.54 $ 215.52 
$571.13 S 251.44 
$652.72 $ 287.36 
$734.31 $ 323.28 
$815.90 $ 359.20 
$897.49 $ 395.12 
$979.08 $ 431.04 

$1,060.67 $ 466.96 
$1.142.26 S 502.88 
$1.223.85 $ 538.80 
$1,305.44 $ 574.72 
$1.387.03 $ 610.64 
$1.468.62 $ 646.56 
51,550.21 $ 682.48 
$1.631.80 $ 718.40 
$1,713.39 $ 754.32 
$1.794.98 $ 790.24 
$1,876.57 $ 826.16 
$1,958.16 $ 862.08 
$2.039.75 $ 898.00 
$2.121.34 $ 933.92 
$2,202.93 $ 969.84 
$2.264.52 $ 1,005.76 
$2.366.11 $ 1.041.68 
$2,447.70 $ 1,077.60 
$2.529.29 $ 1,113.52 
$2.610.88 $ 1.149.44 
$2.692.47 $ 1,185.36 
$2,774.06 $ 1.221.28 
$2,855.65 $ 1.257.20 
$2.937.24 $ 1,293.12 
$3.018.83 $ 1,329.04 
$3.100.42 $ 1.364.96 
$3.182.01 $ 1,400.88 
$3,263.60 $ 1.436.80 
$3.345.19 $ 1.472.72 
$3.426.78 $ 1,508.64 
$3.508.37 $ 1,544.56 
$3.589.96 $ 1,580.48 
$3,671.55 $ 1,616.40 
$3.753.14 $ 1,652.32 
$3.834.73 $ 1.688.24 
$3.916.32 $ 1,724.16 
$3.997.91 $ 1,760.08 
$4.079.50 $ 1,796.00 
$4.161.09 $ 1,831.92 
$4.242.68 $ 1,867.84 
$4.324.27 5 1.903.76 
$4,405.86 $ 1.939.68 
$4.487.45 $ 1,975.60 

$697.49 $ 395.12 

9k 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.85% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
76.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.85% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.85% 
78.85% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 
78.65% 

78.65% 



EPCOR Water Arizona Inc - Sun City Wmt Wastewater 

Wastewaler Distrid Rate Design Pmceeding 
DO&& No: W-1303A-09-0343; SW-1303A-094343 

Line Rate 
& $c!ledule 

1 BZSlA 
2 B2SlA 
3 B2SlA 
4 B2SlA 
5 B2SIA 
6 B2SlA 
7 B2SlA 
8 B2SlA 
9 B2SlA 

10 B2SlA 
11 B2SlA 
12 B2SlA 
13 B2SlA 
14 B2SlA 
15 B2SlA 
16 B2SlA 
17 B2SIA 
18 B2SlA 
19 B2SIA 
20 B2SlA 
21 B2SlA 
22 B2SlA 
23 B2SlA 
24 B2SlA 
25 B2SIA 
26 B2SlA 
27 B2SlA 
28 B2SlA 
29 B2SlA 
30 B2SlA 
31 BZSIA 
32 B2SlA 
33 B2SIA 
34 B2SlA 
35 B2SlA 
36 B2SlA 
37 BZSlA 
38 B2SlA 
39 B2SlA 
40 BZSIA 
41 B2SlA 
42 B2SlA 
43 BZSIA 
44 B2SlA 
45 B2SlA 
46 B2SIA 
47 B2SlA 
48 B2SlA 
49 B2SlA 
50 B2SlA 
51 B2SlA 
52 BZSlA 
53 B2SlA 
54 B2SIA 
55 B2SlA 
56 
57 B2SlA 
58 
59 
60 

pescriolion 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 5/8" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commerdal Sinole Unit 518" x 314" 
sun tit; west Sewer Commercial Sin& unit 518 x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 5/8" x 344" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Commdal Single Unit 5/8" x 3/4" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 516" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Sinale Unit 5/[r x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit518" x 314" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 5/8" x 314" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit518" x 34" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit516" x 314" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit518" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun Ci Wed Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 5/8" x 314" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun Cay West Sewer Commercial S i  Unil518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 518' x 314" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 516" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sswer Conunerchl Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Commercial Single Unl518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit5/8" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 516" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 314 
Sun City Wed Swer  Commercial Singk Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x W4" 
Sun Ci' West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 516" x 314" 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 5/8" x 314" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun Cky West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 516" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 516" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun City West Sewer Cornmerdal Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 516" x 314" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Una 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 34" 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun Ciw West Sewer Commercial Slngle Unit 5/8" x 314" 
Sun C i  West Sawar Commercial Single Unit 5/8" x 314" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 314" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 518" x 3/4" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 5/8" x 314" 
Sun city West Sewer Commerciel Single Unit 5/8" x 34" 
Sun C i  West Sawar CMlmerdaI Si- Unit 5/8" x 34" 
Sun cii Wesl Sewer Cornmenial Single Unit 518" x 314" 

Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 5B.x 314" Average: 

ConsumDtion 
1,000 
2,000 
3.000 
4,000 
5,000 
6.000 
7,000 
8,000 
9 . m  

10,000 
11,000 
12,000 
13.000 
14.OW 
15,000 
16,000 
17,000 
18,000 
19,000 
20,000 
21,000 
22.000 
23,000 
24.000 
25.000 
26,000 
27,000 
28,000 
29.000 
30.000 
31,000 
32.000 
33.000 
34,000 
35.000 
36,000 
37.000 
38.000 
39,000 
40,000 
4 1,000 
42,000 
43,000 
44,000 
45,000 
46.000 
47,000 
48.000 
49,000 
50.000 
51,000 
52.000 
53.000 
54,000 
55,000 

3.780 

mites 
$20.25 
$22.85 
$25.46 
$28.08 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.68 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 
$30.66 

$27.49 

u l i  
schedule H-4 Rvsd 

Page 10 
Witness: Gutomrki 

I Bills 
Proposed Proposedl 
& & -  

$61.59 $ 61.34 
$81.59 $ 56.74 
$81.59 $ 56.13 
$81.59 $ 53.53 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$61.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$61.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$61.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$61.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 J 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$61.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$61.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 S 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$61.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 S 50.93 
$61.59 S 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 8 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 S 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 
$81.59 $ 50.93 

$61.59 $ 54.10 

nmase 
% 

256.99% 
220.50% 
190.77% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
168.09% 
168.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
166.09% 
188.09% 

196.83% 

302.87% 



Exhibit 
Schedule H 4  Rvsd 

Page 11 
m e s s :  Gutowski 

EPCOR Water Arkona Inc - Sun City West Wastewater 

Wastewater Distrid Rats Design Pmceeding 
Dockel NO: Wl303A-094343; SW-130%-09-0343 

Typical Bllk 
Line Rate 
&L&u!!!e 
I BZSlB 
2 B2SlB 
3 B2SlB 
4 B2SlB 
5 BZSlB 
6 B2SlB 
7 B2SlB 
8 82518 
9 B S l B  

10 BZSIB 
11 B2SlB 
12 B2SlB 
13 82518 
14 B2SlB 
15 B2SlB 
16 B2SlB 
17 B2SlB 
18 B2SlB 
19 82518 
20 B2SlB 
21 B2SlB 
22 82518 
23 82518 
24 B2SlB 
25 82516 
26 B2SlB 
27 B2SlB 
28 B2SlB 
29 82518 
30 B2SlB 
31 B2SlB 
32 82518 
33 82518 
34 B2SlB 
35 82518 
36 B2SlB 
37 62518 
38 B2SlB 
39 82518 
40 82518 
41 B2SlB 
42 B2SlB 
43 B2SlB 
44 B2SlB 
45 B2SlB 
46 B2SlB 
47 82518 
48 WSlB 
49 82518 
50 B2SlB 
51 B2SlB 
52 B2SlB 
53 B2SlB 
54 B2SlB 
55 B2SlB 
56 
57 82516 
58 
59 
60 

Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1' 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ciy West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit I "  
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1' 
Sun C i  West Sswar Commercisl Single Uni~ 1" 
Sun Cky West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ci West Sewer C o m m W  Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commsccial Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun Cty West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 1" 
Sun city West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit I" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commardal Single Unit 1" 
Sun Cty West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Comm- Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Sin* Unit 1" 
Sun City west Sewar Commercial Singla Unit 1" 
Sun Cq West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit I" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun Cty West Sewer Commdal Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sswar Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 1' 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Sngb Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit I' 
Sun City West Sawer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit I" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit I "  
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sawer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit I' 
Sun City West Sewer Ccmmercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun CUy West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1" 

Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 1" 

Consum- 
-1,000 
1.500 
2.000 
2,500 
3,000 
3.500 
4.000 
4,500 
5,000 
5,500 
6.000 
6,500 
7,000 
7.500 
8,000 
8,500 
9.000 
9,500 

10.000 
10,500 
I i.000 
11,500 
12,000 
12.500 
13.000 
13,500 
14.000 
14,500 
15,000 
15.500 
16.000 
16,500 
17.000 
17,500 
18.000 
18,500 
19,000 
19.500 
20,000 
20,500 
21.000 
21.500 
22.000 
22.500 
23.000 
23.500 
24.000 
24,500 
25,000 
25,500 
26.000 
26,500 
27.000 
27.500 
28,000 

Average: 8.779 

Present - 
5&s 

$46.73 
$48.03 
$49.33 
$50.64 
$51.94 
$53.24 
$54.54 
$55.84 
$57.14 
$58.44 
$59.74 
$61.05 
$62.35 
$63.65 
$64.95 
$66.25 
$67.55 
$68.85 
$70.15 
$71.46 
$72.76 
$74.00 
$75.36 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.65 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$78.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 

$66.96 

Proposed Promxed lncnrase 
& & I &  

$81.59 $ 34.86 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 8 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 t 
$81.59 $ 
$61.59 S 
$61.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$61.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 5 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$61.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$61.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$61.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 

$81.59 $ 

33.56 
32.26 
30.95 
29.65 
28.35 
27.05 
25.75 
24.45 
23.15 
21 .85 
20.54 
19.24 
17.94 
16.64 
15.34 
14.04 
12.74 
11.44 
10.13 
8.83 
7.53 
6.23 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 
4.93 

14.61 

9h 
74.5% 
69.86% 
65.38% 
61.13% 
57.09% 
5325% 
49.60% 
46.11% 
42.78% 
39.61% 
36.57% 
33.65% 
30.66% 
28.19% 
25.62% 
23.15% 
20.78% 
16.50% 
16.30% 
14.18% 
12.14% 
10.17% 
8.27% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
8.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 
6.43% 

21.82% 
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Wtness: Gutowsld 

EPCOR Water Arizona Inc -Sun City West Wastewater 
Met No: W-1303Ao9-0343: SW-1303Ad9-0343 
Wsstewster D i u  Rate Design Proweding 

Tvoical B i i  
Line Rate 
No. rnedulQ 

1 B2SlC 
2 B2SlC 
3 B2SlC 
4 B2SIC 
5 B2SlC 
6 B2SlC 
7 B2SlC 
8 B2SlC 
9 B2SIC 

10 B2slC 
11 B2SlC 
12 B2SlC 
13 B2S1C 
14 B2SlC 
15 B2SlC 
16 B2SlC 
17 B2SlC 
18 B2SlC 
19 B2SlC 
20 B2SlC 
21 B2SlC 
22 B2SlC 
23 B2SlC 
24 B2SlC 
25 B2SlC 
26 B2SlC 
27 B2SlC 
28 B2SlC 
29 B2SlC 
30 B2SlC 
31 B2SlC 
32 B2SIC 
33 B2SlC 
34 B2SIC 
35 B2S1C 
36 B2S1C 
37 B2SlC 
38 B2SlC 
39 B2SlC 
40 B2SlC 
41 B2SlC 
42 B2SlC 
43 B2SlC 
44 B2SlC 
45 B2SlC 
46 B2SlC 
47 B2SlC 
48 B2SlC 
49 B2SlC 
50 B2S1C 
51 B2SlC 
52 B2SlC 
53 B2SlC 
54 6281 c 
55 B2S1C 
56 
57 B2SlC 
58 
59 
60 

Sun C& west sewer Commercial single unit 1 112' 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 

Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 11Y 

@SCriDtiOQ 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer C m m W  Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commmial Single Unit 1 11T 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i  West Seww Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112' 
Sun City West Sewer Cmmerdal Single Unit 1 112" 
SW, City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun Cry West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unlt 1 112' 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial S i t e  Unit 1 1/Y 
Sun City West Sewer Commercisl Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial S i  Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commarcial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commerdal Singla Unit 1 112" 
Sun CHy West Sewer Commercial Single Unit I 112" 
Sun CRY West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 1W 
Sun city West !%wer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Cmmerdal Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun Cay West Sewer Commrdal Sile Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial S i  Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial S i l e  Unit 1 1/2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Si i le  Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial S i l e  Unit 1 112" 
Sun city West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Sile Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun city West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 1M 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commerdal Shgle Unit 1 In" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i  Wesl Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Shgb Unit 1 1/2" 
Sun City We& Sewer Cmmerdal Smote Unit 1 ll2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i i  West Seww Commercial Single Unit 1 1M" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commardal Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West S ~ m v  Commercial Sin* Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unil 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit I 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112' 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 1 112" 

Conwmotion 
1,000 
2,000 
3,000 
4.000 
5,000 
6.000 
7,000 
8,000 
9,000 

10,000 
11,Ooo 
12,000 
13,000 
14,000 
15,000 
16,000 
17,000 
18,000 
19,000 
20,000 
21.000 
22,000 
23,000 
24.000 
25,000 
26.000 
27,000 
28.000 
29,000 
30,000 
31,000 
32,000 
33,000 
34.000 
35,000 
38,000 
37,000 
38,000 
39,000 
40.000 
41,000 
42.000 
43,000 
44,000 
45,000 
46,000 
47,000 
48,000 
49,000 
50,000 
51,000 
52,000 
53,000 
54,000 
55,000 

Average: 17,125 

Preseni 
m!Ss 

$90.87 
$93.47 
$96.08 
$98.68 

$101.28 
$103.88 
5106.49 
$109.09 
$1 11.89 
$114.28 
$116.90 
$1 19.50 
$122.10 
$124.70 
$127.31 
$129.91 
$132.51 
$135.11 
$137.72 
$140.32 
$142.92 
$145.52 
$148.13 
5150.73 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 

$132.84 

Proposed Proposedincrease 
&!Qs A&Q..z& 4h 

$81.59 $ (9.28) -10.21% 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 S 
$81.59 $ 
$61.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 S 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 t 
$61.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 S 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$61.59 $ 
$81.59 s 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 8 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 

$81.59 $ 

(11.88) -12.71% 
(14.49) -15.08% 
(17.09) -17.32% 
(19.69) -19.44% 
(22.29) -21.48% 
(24.90) -23.38% 
(27.50) -25.21% 
(30.10) -26.95% 
(32.70) -28.81 % 
(35.31) -30.20% 
(37.91) -31.72% 
(40.51) -33.18% 
(43.1 1) -34.57% 
(45.72) -35.91% 
(48.32) -37.19% 

(53.52) -39.61% 
(50.82) -38.43% 

(56.13) 40.75% 
(58.73) -41.85% 
(61 33) -42.91% 
(63.93) -43.93% 
(66.54) -44.92% 
(69.14) -45.87% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) 46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) 46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) 46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) 46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) 46.79% 
(71.74) 46.79% 
(71.74) 46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) 46.79% 
(71.74) 46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) 46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) 46.79% 
(71.74) -46.78% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 
(71.74) 46.79% 
(71.74) -46.79% 

(51.25) -38.58% 
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Witness: Gutowski 

EPCOR Water Arizona Inc - Sun City West Wastewater 

Wastewater Dirid Rate O a s i  Pmceeding 
Docket NO: W-1303A-09-0343; SW-1303A-094343 

Tvoical Bills 
Line Rate 

2 BZSlD 
3 B2SlD 
4 B2SlD 
5 B2SlD 
6 B2SlD 
7 B2SlD 
8 B2SlD 
9 B2SlD 

10 82510 
11 B2SlD 
12 B2SlD 
13 B2SlD 
14 B2SlD 
15 B2S1D 
16 B2S1D 
17 B2SlD 
18 B2SlD 
19 B2SlD 
20 B2SlD 
21 B2SlD 
22 82510 
23 B2SlD 
24 B2SlD 
25 B2SlD 
26 B2SlD 
27 B2SlD 
28 B2S1D 
29 B2S1D 
30 B2SlD 
31 B2SlD 
32 B2SlD 
33 B2SlD 
34 B2SlD 
35 B2SlD 
36 B2SlD 
37 82510 
38 B2SlD 
39 B2SlD 
40 B2SlD 
41 B2SlD 
42 B2SlD 
43 B2SlD 
44 B2SlD 
45 B2SlD 
46 B2SlD 
47 B2SlD 
48 B2S1D 
49 B2SlD 
50 B2SlD 
51 B2SlD 
52 B2SlD 
53 B2SlD 
54 B2SID 
55 B2SlD 
56 
57 B2SlD 
58 
59 
60 

~~ p asa ihn  
1 B2SlD Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 

Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun Citv West Sewer Commercial Sinale Unit2" 
Sun &west Sewer ~ c i n m e ~  sin& unit T' 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Und 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Cornmedal Single Unit2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Una 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sawer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun City West h r  Commerdal Single Unit 2 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2' 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun Cily West Sewar Commerdel Single Unit 2" 
Sun City West S a w  Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun City West Swur Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Ccinmercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Sin* Unit 2" 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Single Unit2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit2" 

Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit 2" 

DnsumDtim 
1.000 
2.000 
3.000 
4,000 
5,000 
6,000 
7,000 
8,000 
9,OOO 

10,000 
1 1,000 
12,000 
13.000 
14.000 
15.000 
16,000 
17,000 
18,000 
19,000 
20.000 
21,000 
22,000 
23,000 
24.000 
25.000 
26,000 
27,000 
26.000 
29,000 
30,000 
31,000 
32.000 
33,000 
34.000 
35,000 
36,000 
37.000 
38.000 
39,000 
40,000 
41,000 
42,000 
43,000 
44,000 
45.000 
46.000 
47.000 
48.000 
49,000 
50.000 
51,000 
52,000 
53,000 
54,000 
55,000 

Average: 25,551 

Present-' 

$143.83 
$146.43 
$149.04 
$151.64 
$154.24 
$156.84 
$159.45 
$162.05 
$164.65 
$167.25 
$169.66 
$172.46 
$175.06 
$177.66 
$180.27 
$162.87 
$185.47 
$188.07 
$190.68 
$193.28 
$195.88 
$198.48 
$201.09 
$203.69 
$206.29 
$208.89 
$211.49 
$214.10 
$216.70 
$219.30 
$221.90 
$224.51 
$227.1 1 
$229.71 
$232.31 
$234.92 
$237.52 
$240.12 
$242.72 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 

$207.72 

Proposed Pmposedlni 
R s t e s A ! m m !  

$81.59 $ (62.24) 
$81.59 $ (64.84) 
$81.59 $ (67.45) 
$81.59 $ (70.05) 
$81.59 $ (72.65) 
$81.59 $ (75.25) 
$81.59 $ (77.86) 
$81.59 $ (80.46) 
$81.59 $ (83.06) 
$81.59 $ (85.66) 
$81.59 $ (88.27) 
$81.59 $ (90.87) 
$81.59 5 (93.47) 
$81.59 $ (96.07) 
$81.59 S (96.68) 
$81.59 $ (101.28) 
$81.59 $ (103.88) 
$81.59 $ (108.48) 
$81.59 $ (109.09) 
$81.59 $ (111.69) 
$81.59 5 (114.29) 
$81.59 $ (116.89) 
$81.59 $ (119.50) 
$81.59 $ (122.10) 
$81.59 $ (124.70) 
$81.59 $ (127.30) 
$81.59 $ (129.90) 
$81.59 $ (132.51) 
$81.59 $ (135.11) 
$81.59 $ (137.71) 
$81.59 $ (140.31) 
$81.59 $ (142.92) 
$81.59 $ (145.52) 
$81.59 $ (148.12) 
$81.59 $ (150.72) 
$81.59 $ (153.33) 
$81.59 $ (155.93) 
$81.59 $ (158.53) 
$81.59 $ (161.13) 
$61.59 $ (163.74) 
$81.59 $ (163.74) 
$81.59 $ (163.74) 
$81.59 $ (163.74) 
$81.59 $ (163.74) 
$81.59 $ (163.74) 
$81.59 $ (163.74) 
$81.59 $ (163.74) 
$81.59 $ (163.74) 
$81.59 $ (163.74) 
$81.59 $ (163.74) 
$81.59 $ (163.74) 
$81.59 $ (163.74) 
581.59 $ (163.74) 
$81.59 $ (163.74) 
$81.59 $ (163.74) 

$81.59 $ (126.13) 

maw 
% 

-4C27% 
-44.28% 
45.26% 
-46.19% 
47.10% 
-47.98% 
-48.83% 
-49.65% 
-50.45% 
-51.22% 
-51.97% 
-52.89% 
-53.39% 
-54.08% 
-54.74% 
-55.38% 
-!sol% 
-56.62% 
-57.21% 
-57.79% 
-58.35% 
-58.89% 
-59.43% 
-59.94% 
-60.45% 
60.94% 
-61.42% 
61.89% 
-62.35% 
-62.80% 
-63.23% 
-63.66% 
-64.07% 
-64.48% 
-64.88% 
-65.27% 
-65.65% 
-66.02% 
-66.39% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 
-66.74% 

-60.72% 



Exhibit 
Schedule K4 Rvsd 

Page 14 
Witness: Gutnvski 

EPCOR Water M o n a  Inc -Sun Clly West Wastewater 

Wastewater Distrid Rate Design Pmweding 
Docket NO: W-1303A.090343: SW-1303A-090343 

Line Rate 

1 B2SlE 
2 B2S1E 
3 B2SlE 
4 B2S1E 
5 B2S1E 
6 B2S1E 
7 B2SlE 
8 B2SlE 
9 B2SlE 

10 B2SlE 
11 B2SlE 
12 B2SlE 
13 B2SlE 
14 B2SlE 
15 B2SlE 
16 B2SlE 
17 B2SlE 
18 B2SlE 
19 B2SlE 
20 B2SlE 
21 B2SlE 
22 B2SlE 
23 BZSlE 
24 B2SlE 
25 B2SlE 
26 B2SlE 
27 B2SlE 
28 B2S1E 
29 B2SlE 
30 B2SlE 
31 B2SlE 
32 B2SlE 
33 B2SlE 
34 B2SlE 
35 B2SlE 
36 B2SlE 
37 B2SlE 
38 B2SlE 
39 B2SIE 
40 B2S1E 
41 B2SlE 
42 B2SIE 
43 B2SlE 
44 B2SlE 
45 B2SlE 
48 B2SlE 
47 B2SlE 
48 BZSlE 
49 B2SlE 
50 B2SlE 
51 B2SlE 
52 B2SlE 
53 B2SlE 
54 B2SlE 
55 B2SIE 
58 
57 B2SlE 
58 
59 
80 

us#E!!!h pesuidion 
Sun City West Sewar Cornmedal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit> 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Singb Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Singb Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Saver Commerdal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Singla Unit > 2' 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Saber Commercial Singb Unit > 2' 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sawer CMnmercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Samv Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commwdal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Singb Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commerclal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Singb Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Saver Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i  West Sswer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sswsr Commercial Single UnH > 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer CommcNdal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer CommMeial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Singb Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Singk Unit > 2" 
Sun Cily Wesi Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sswer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West S w r  Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Un) > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sawer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Swmr Commercial Single Unit> 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City Weat Sswar Commerdal Singb Unit > 2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Cornmenial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 

Sup City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 

ConsumPtion 
15.000 
30,000 
45.000 
80.000 
75.000 
90,000 

105.000 
120.000 
135,000 
150.000 
165,000 
180.000 
195.000 
210.000 
225,000 
240.000 
255.000 
270,000 
285,000 
300,000 
315,000 
330,000 
345.000 
360,000 
375.000 
390,000 
405.000 
420,000 
435,000 
450.000 
465.000 
480,000 
495,000 
510,000 
525,000 
540,000 
555,000 
570.000 
585.000 
600.000 
615,000 
630.000 
645,000 
660.000 
675,000 
690.000 
705,000 
720.000 
735.000 
750.000 
765.000 
780,000 
795,000 
810,000 
825.000 

Average: 736.824 

Typical 
Present 
Ea!% 

$180.27 
$219.30 
$258.34 
$297.37 
$336.41 
$375.45 
$414.48 
$453.52 
$492.55 
$531.59 
$570.63 
$609.66 
$648.70 
$687.73 
$726.77 
$785.81 
$804.84 
$843.88 
$882.91 
$921.95 
$960.99 

$1,000.02 
$1,039.06 
$1.078.09 
$1 ,117.13 
$1.156.17 
51,195.20 
$1.234.24 
$1,273.27 
$1,312.31 
$1,351.35 
$1.390.38 
$1,429.42 
$1.468.45 
$1.507.49 
$1.546.53 
$1.585.58 
$1,624.60 
$1,663.63 
$1,702.67 
$1.741.71 
$1,780.74 
$1.819.78 
$1.858.81 
$1,897.65 
$1,936.89 
$1.975.92 
$2.014.96 
$2.053.99 
$2,093.03 
$2.132.07 
$2.1 71.10 
$2.210.14 
$2.249.17 
$2.288.21 

$2.058.74 

Bills 
Pmposed 

&!Qs 
$81 5 9  
$61.59 
$81.59 
$81 5 9  
$81 3 9  
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81 5 9  
$01.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81 3 9  
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$61.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81 S9  
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 

$81.59 

Pmposecl Ini 
4L?w!lt 

$ (98.68) 
$ (137.71) 
$ (176.75) 
$ (215.78) 
$ (254.82) 
$ (293.86) 
$ (332.89) 
$ (371.93) 
$ (410.96) 
$ (450.00) 
$ (489.04) 
$ (528.07) 
$ (567.11) 
$ (606.14) 

$ (684.22) 
$ (723.25) 
$ (762.29) 
$ (801.32) 
$ (640.38) 
$ (879.40) 
$ (918.43) 
$ (957.47) 

$ (645.18) 

$ (996.50) 
$ (1,035.54) 
$ (1.074.58) 
$ (1,113.61) 
$ (1.152.65) 
$ (1.191.68) 
$ (1,230.72) 
$ (1269.76) 
S (1,308.79) 
$ (1,347.83) 
$ (1,386.88) 
$ (1,425.90) 
$ (1,464.94) 
$ (1,503.97) 
$ (1,543.01) 
$ (1,582.04) 
$ (1,621.08) 
$ (l.sso.12) 
$ (1,699.15) 
$ (1.738.19) 
t (1.n7.z)  
$ (1.816.28) 
$ (1,855.30) 
$ (1,894.33) 
$ (1.933.37) 

$ (2.011.44) 
$ (1,972.40) 

S (2,050.48) 
$ (2.089.51) 
$ (2.128.55) 
$ (2.167.58) 
8 (2.206.62) 

$ (1.977.15) 

%ease 
9k 

-54.74% 
-82.80% 
60.42% 
-72.56% 
-75.75% 
-78.27% 
-80.32% 
-82.01% 
-83.44% 
-84.65% 
-85.7098 
-86.62% 
-87.42% 
-88.14% 

-89.35% 
-89.86% 
-90.33% 
-90.76% 
-91.1 5% 
-91.51% 
-9134% 
-92.15% 
-92.43% 
-92.70% 
-92.94% 
-93.17% 
-93.39% 
-93.59% 
-93.78% 
-93.96% 
-94.13% 
-94.29% 
-94.44% 
-94.59% 
-94.72% 
-94.85% 
-94.98% 
-95.10% 
-95.21% 
-95.32% 
-95.42% 
-95.52% 
-95.61% 
-95.70% 
-95.79% 
-95.87% 
-95.95% 
-96.03% 
-96.10% 
-96.17% 
-98.24% 
-96.31% 
-96.37% 
-96.43% 

-96.04% 

-am% 



EPCOR Water Arizona Inc - Sun City West Wastewater 

Wastewater Disttid Rate Design Proceeding 
Docket NO: W-130s-090343; SW-1303A-090343 

Line Rate 
L4ai%lWuk pescllDtion 

1 B2SlN Sun Cilv West Sewer Commercial Sinnle Unit No Water 
2 B2SlN 
3 B2SlN 
4 B2SlN 
5 B2SlN 
6 B2SlN 
7 B2SlN 
8 B2SlN 
9 B2SlN 

10 B2SlN 
11 B2SlN 
12 B2S1N 
13 B2SlN 
14 B2SlN 
15 B2SlN 
16 B2SlN 
17 B2SlN 
18 B2SlN 
19 B2SlN 
20 B2SlN 
21 B2SlN 
22 B2SlN 
23 B2SlN 
24 B2SlN 
25 B2S1N 
26 B2SlN 
27 B2SlN 
28 B2SlN 
29 BZSlN 
30 B2SlN 
31 B2SlN 
32 B2SlN 
33 B2SlN 
34 B2SlN 
35 B2SlN 
38 B2SlN 
37 B2SlN 
38 B2SIN 
39 B2SlN 
40 B2SiN 
41 B2SIN 
42 B2SlN 
43 B2SlN 
44 B2SlN 
45 B2SlN 
48 B2SlN 
41 B2S1N 
48 B2SlN 
49 B2SlN 
50 B2SlN 
51 B2SlN 
52 B2S1N 
53 B2SlN 
50 BZSlN 
55 B2SlN 
56 
57 B2SlN 
58 
59 
80 

Sun Ct; west Sewer Commercial Sin& Unit NO water 
Sun Cay West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit No Water 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdel Singk Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unl No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unkt No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun Cy, West Sewer Commerdal Single Unl  No Water 
Sun Cay West Saner Commerdal Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Singb Unil No Water 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Cm-1 Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commenial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Smgk Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unl No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unii No Water 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun Cii  Wea Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun Cw West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun Ciiy West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Sfngie Unit No Water 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unl No Water 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water 

Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit No Water Average: 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

- Rat- 
$141.23 5 
$141.23 S 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 5 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 S 
5141.23 $ 
$141.23 5 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 S 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 .$ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 5 
$141.23 0 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 5 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
5141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 J 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 5 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 S 
$141.23 .$ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
5141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 5 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
$141.23 $ 
8141.23 S 
$141.23 5 
$141.23 S 

$141.23 S 

.E?& 
81.59 

&&t 
5 (59.64) 

% 
-42.23% 

81.59 $ 
81.59 5 
81.59 5 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 S 
81.59 S 
81.59 $ 
81.59 5 
81.59 5 
81.59 $ 
81.59 5 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
61.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 5 
81.59 $ 
81.59 5 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 5 
81.59 $ 
81.59 5 
81.59 5 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 E 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 5 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 S 
81.59 $ 
81.59 5 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 5 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 
81.59 5 
81.59 S 
81.59 $ 
81.59 $ 

81.59 $ 

(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) 42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) 42.23% 
(59.64) 42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) 42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) 42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) 42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) 42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 

(59.64) 42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) 42.23% 
(59.64) 42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.84) 42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) 42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) 42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) 42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) 42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) -42.23% 
(59.64) 42.23% 

(59.64) 42.23% 

(59.64) -42.23% 



Exhibit 
Schedule H-4 Rvsd 

Pago 16 
WMess: Gutowski 

EPCOR Water Arbona Inc -Sun Cky West Wastewater 

Wastewabr Dstcid Rate Design Proceeding 
Mat NO: W-1303A-09-0343; SW-1303A-090343 

Line Rate 
kScheduk  DesaiDtion 

1 62S26 Sun Citv West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
2 B2S26 
3 62S26 
4 62528 
5 BZS26 
6 62S26 
7 BZS2B 
8 B2S20 
9 62S2B 

10 62S26 
11 62S2B 
12 62S26 
13 62S26 
14 62S26 
15 62S26 
16 B2S26 
17 62S2B 
18 62528 
19 B2S26 
20 B2S26 
21 82528 
22 82528 
23 B2S26 
24 82528 
25 62S26 
26 62526 
27 62S26 
28 82528 
29 62S26 
30 62S26 
31 B2S26 
32 B2S26 
33 B2S26 
34 B2S26 
35 62S26 
36 62S26 
37 B2S26 
38 62S26 
39 62528 
40 62526 
41 62S26 
42 B2S26 
43 62S26 
44 62S26 
45 62S2B 
46 82528 
47 82528 
48 62528 
49 62526 
50 82528 
51 BZS26 
52 62S26 
53 B2S26 
54 B2S26 
55 62S26 
56 
57 B2S2B 
58 
59 
60 

Sun tit; west Sewer C o m m e d  MUM Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1' 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit lm 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1. 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Mu16 Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Mulli Unit 1" 
Sun Cky West Sewer Commercial MUM Unil I' 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercid MUM Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 1' 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Mulli Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sawer Commerdal Multi Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commerdel Multi Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Muiti Unit 1' 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal Multi Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unlt 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sawar Commercial Multi Unit 1' 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal Multi Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Muiti Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West !%war Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal Muhi Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sawer Commercial Mulli Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 1" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun City Wast Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Muiti Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun City Weed Sewer Commrcial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Mum Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Mu16 Unit 1" 
Sun CRY West Sober Commercial MUM Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Saner Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun C i  West Sewar Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Mu@ Unit 1" 
Sun Cky West Sewer Commerdal Mum Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1' 
Sun City West Sewer Commdal Muhi Unit 1" 
Sun C i  Wesl Sewer Commerdal Multi Unit 1" 
Sun City West Sswctr Commercial Multi Unit 1" 

Sun C i  Wast Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1" 

ConsumDtion 
1.000 
2,000 
3,000 
4,000 
5.000 
6.000 
7,000 
8,000 
9>000 

10.000 
11,000 
12,000 
13.000 
14,000 
15,000 
16,000 
17,000 
18.000 
19,000 
20.000 
21.000 
22,000 
23,000 
24.000 
25,000 
26,000 
27.000 
28.000 
29,000 
30.000 
31.000 
32,000 
33.000 
34,000 
35.000 
36,000 
37,000 
38,000 
39,000 
40,000 
41,000 
42.000 
43.000 
44,000 
45.000 
48.000 
47,000 
48,000 
49,000 
50,000 
51.000 
52,000 
53.000 
54,000 
55,000 

Average: 12,389 

Present 
&&.e 

$46.73 
$49.33 
$51 .94 
$54.54 
$57.14 
$59.74 
$62.35 
$64.95 
$67.55 
$70.15 
$72.76 
$75.36 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.86 
$78.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.68 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$78.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$78.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 
$76.66 

$76.37 

Prcyrosed Proposedln 

$301.00 $ 254.27 
$301.00 $ 251.67 
$301.00 $ 249.06 
$301.00 S 246.46 
$301.00 $ 243.86 
$301.00 S 241.26 
$301.00 $ 238.65 
$301.00 $ 236.05 
$301.00 $ 233.45 
$301.00 $ 230.85 
$301.00 $ 228.24 
$301.00 $ 225.64 
$301.00 S 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 S 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
5301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
tJOl.OO $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 
$301.00 $ 224.34 

$301.00 5 224.63 

seas 
% 

510.12% 
479.55% 
451.89% 
426.76% 
403.81% 
382.78% 
363.44% 
345.59% 
329.06% 
313.71% 
299.42% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.84% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.84% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.84% 
292.84% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.84% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 
292.64% 

294.13% 

544:09% 



Exhibit 
Schedukn-6Rvsd 

PaQe 17 
Witness: Gutowski 

EPCOR Water Arlzona Inc - Sun City West W a s t e w r  

Wastewater Distrid Rate Design Proceeding 
DO&& NO: W-1303A-094343: SW-I 303A-050343 

Typical B i b  
Line Rate 
&schedule Descriotion 

1 B2S2C 
2 B2S2C 
3 B2S2C 

Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 1 112" 

4 B2S2C 
5 B2S2C 
6 B2S2C 
7 B2S2C 
8 B2SX 
9 B2SX 

. l o  B2SX 
11 B2S2C 
12 B2S2C 
13 B2S2C 
14 B2S2C 
15 B2S2C 
16 B2S2C 
17 B2S2C 
18 B2S2C 
19 B2S2C 
20 B2S2C 
21 B2S2C 
22 B2S2C 

24 B2S2C 
25 B2S2C 
26 B 2 S X  
27 B2SX 
28 BZSX 
29 62S2C 
30 B2S2C 
31 B2S2C 
32 B2S2C 
33 B2S2C 
34 B2S2C 
35 B 2 S X  
36 B2SX 
37 B2S2C 
38 B2S2C 
39 B2S2C 
40 B2S2C 
41 B2S2C 
42 B2SX 
43 B2S2C 
44 B2SX 
45 B2SX 
46 B2S2C 
47 B2S2C 
48 B2S2C 
49 B2S2C 
50 B2S2C 
51 82S2C 
52 B2S2C 
53 B2SX 
54 B2SX 
55 B2S2C 
58 
57 B2S2C 
58 
59 
60 

23 e2s2c 

Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 l a "  
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun Cily West Saner Commercial Multi Unit 1 ll2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Muki Unit 1 112" 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercwl Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 1/2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commedal MUM Unit I 112" 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 1M" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 lb' 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commarcial Muki Unit 1 112" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Mu& Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 In" 
Sun City West Sswar Commarciel MUM Unit I 112" 
Sun City West Saner Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 112'' 
Sun C i  West Sawer Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 ll2" 
Sun Ci West Swar Commercial Multi Unit 1 1W 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun CRy West Sewrar Commercial MUM Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun Ci West Saner Commercial Multi Unit 1 1M" 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 1/2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 11T 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 1IT 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun Ctv West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
sun C& west Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 
Sun CQ West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 
Sun Ciy West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 
Sun Cily Wed Saner Commenial Mu6 Unit 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Multi Unit 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Mu6 Unit 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Mulli Unit 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 
Sun CHy West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 
Sun City W d  Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 

1/2" 
ll2" 
112" 
112" 
1l2" 
112" 
112" 
112" 
112" 
llr 
112" 
1/2" 
112" 
le 

Sun Cty West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 1/2" 
Sun C i  West Sewr Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun Ciy West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 1 112" 
Sun Cly West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal MuE Unit 1 112" 
Sun Ciiy West SanerCommercial Multi Unit1 112" 

Sun City West Saner Commercial Multi Unit 1 112" 

Consum&n 
1,000 
2,000 
3,000 
4,000 
5.000 
6.000 
7,000 
8,000 
9,000 

10,000 
11,000 
12,000 
13,000 
14,000 
15.000 
16,000 
17,000 
18,000 
19,000 
20,000 
21,000 
22,000 
23,000 
24.000 
25,000 
26,000 
27,000 
28.000 
29,000 
30.000 
31.000 
32,000 
33,000 
34,000 
35,000 
36,000 
37,000 
38.000 
39,000 
40.000 
41.000 
42,000 
43.000 
44.000 
45,000 
46,000 
47,000 
48,000 
49,000 
50,000 
51,000 
52,000 
53,000 
54,000 
55.000 

Average: 15,000 

present- ' 

$90.87 
$93.47 
$96.08 
$98.68 

$101.28 
$103.68 
$106.49 
$109.09 
$1 11.69 
$114.29 
$116.90 
$119.50 
$122.10 
$124.70 
$127.31 
$129.91 
$132.51 
$135.11 
$137.72 
$140.32 
$142.92 
$145.52 
$148.13 
$150.73 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
$153.33 
w53.33 

$127.31 

$301.00 $ 210.13 
$301.00 5 207.53 
$301.00 $ 204.62 
$301.00 $ 202.32 
$301.00 $ 199.72 
$301.00 $ 197.12 
$301.00 $ 194.51 
$301.00 $ 191.91 
$301.00 $ 189.31 
$301.00 $ 186.71 
$301.00 $ 184.10 
$301.00 $ 181.50 
$301.00 $ 178.90 
$301.00 $ 176.30 
$301.00 $ 173.69 
$301.00 S 171.09 
$301.00 $ 168.49 
$301.00 $ 165.89 
$301.00 $ 163.28 
$301.00 $ 160.68 
$301.00 $ 158.08 
$301.00 $ 155.48 
$301.00 $ 152.87 
$301.00 $ 150.27 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 S 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 
$301.00 $ 147.67 

$301.00 $ 173.69 

% 
231.23% 
222.01% 
213.29% 
205.03% 
197.19% 
169.75% 
162.66% 
175.92% 
169.49% 
163.36% 
157.49% 
151.89% 
146.52% 
141.37% 
136.44% 
131.70% 
127.15% 
122.78% 
118.57% 
114.51% 
110.61% 
108.84% 
103.21% 
99.70% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
98.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
98.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
96.31% 
98.31% 
96.31% 

136.44% 



Exhlbn 
Schedule H-4 Rvad 

Page 18 
Witness: Gutowski 

EPCOR Water Altona Inc - Sun City West Wastewater 
W e t  No: W-1303A-094343; SW-1303A-094343 
Wastewater Distrid Rate Design Plocaeding 

tine M e  
- No. M u l e  

1 B2S2D 
pexriDtioQ 

Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun c i i  west sewer Commercial MUM Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Mum Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal Multi Unit 2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sawer Commerdal MUM Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unl2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Mul Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commsrcial Mum Unit 2" 
Sun Cky West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal Multi Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Muki Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal Multi Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unt 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Mulll Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Muki Unit 2" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2 
Sun C b  West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 2" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 2" 
Sun Ciy West Sewer Commerdal Muhi Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Muiti Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial MUM Unit 2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Comrnefcial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commerdal MUM Unit 2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Mum Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Mum Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun Cily West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Muki Unit2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun Cky West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commerdal Mutti Unit 2" 
Sun Cii W& Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun Ciy West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 
Sun CRy West Sewer Commercial Multi Unit 2" 

Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Muni Unit 2" 

2 BZGD 
3 B2S2D 
4 62520 
5 B2S2D 
6 B2S2D 
7 B2S2D 
8 B2S2D 
9 82520 

10 B2S2D 
11 B2S2D 
12 B2S2D 
13 B2S2D 
14 82S2D 
15 B2S2D 
16 B2S2D 
17 B2S2D 
18 B2S2D 
19 B2S2D 
20 B2S2D 
21 B2S2D 
22 B2S2D 
23 B2S2D 
24 B2S2D 
25 B2S2D 
26 B2S2D 
27 B2S2D 
28 B2S2D 
29 B2S2D 
30 B2S2D 
31 B2S2D 
32 B2S2D 
33 B2S2D 
34 B2S2D 
35 B2S2D 
36 B2S2D 
37 B2S2D 
38 B2S2D 
39 B2S2D 
40 B2S2D 
41 B2S2D 
42 82520 
43 B2S2D 
44 B2S2D 
45 B2S2D 
46 B2S2D 
47 B2S2D 
48 B2S2D 
49 B2S2D 
50 B2S2D 
51 B2S2D 
52 B2S2D 
53 B2S2D 
54 B2S2D 
55 B2S2D 
56 
57 B2S2D 
58 
59 
60 

~ 

Consum&() 
1,000 
2.000 
3.000 
4.000 
5,000 
6,000 
7.000 
8,000 
9,000 

10.000 
1 1.000 
12,000 
13,000 
14.000 
15,000 
16.000 
17,000 
18,000 
19,000 
20,000 
21.000 
22,000 
23,000 
24,000 
25.000 
26,000 
n.000 
28,000 
29,000 
30.000 
31.000 
32,000 
33,000 
34,000 
35.000 
36.000 
37.000 
38,000 
39,000 
40,000 
41.000 
42.000 
43,000 
44,000 
45,000 
46,000 
47,000 
48.000 
49,000 
50.000 
51.000 
52,000 
53.000 
54.000 
55.000 

Average: 40.000 

Typical Biio 
PlsSent 

_ .  
Proposed Proposed Increase 

FiQm 
$143.83 
$146.43 
$149.04 
$151.64 
$154.24 
$156.84 
$159.45 
$162.05 
$164.65 
$167.25 
$169.86 
$172.46 
$175.06 
$177.66 
$180.27 
$182.87 
$165.47 
$168.07 
$190.66 
$19328 
$195.88 
$198.48 
$201.09 
$203.69 
$206.29 
$208.89 
$21 1.49 
$214.10 
$216.70 
$219.30 
$221.90 
$224.51 
$227.1 1 
$229.71 
$232.31 
$234.92 
$237.52 
$240.12 
$242.72 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 
$245.33 

$245.33 

$301.00 $ 157.17 
$301.00 $ 154.57 
$301.00 $ 151.96 
$301.00 $ 149.36 
$301.00 $ 146.76 
$301.00 $ 144.16 
$301.00 S 141.55 
$301.00 $ 138.95 
$301.00 $ 136.35 
$301.00 $ 133.75 
$301.00 S 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
5301.00 s 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
5301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 S 
$301.00 S 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 S 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 S 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 S 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 5 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 S 
$301.00 $ 
$301.00 S 
$301.00 $ 

$301.00 $ 

131.14 
128.54 
125.94 
123.34 
120.73 
118.13 
115.53 
112.93 
110.32 
107.72 
105.12 
102.52 
99.91 
97.31 
94.71 
92.11 
89.51 
86.90 
84.30 
81.70 
79.10 
76.49 
73.89 
71.29 
68.69 
66.08 
63.48 
60.88 
58.28 
55.67 
55.67 
55.67 
55.67 
55.67 
55.67 
55.67 
55.67 
55.67 
55.67 
55.67 
55.67 
55.67 
55.67 
55.67 
55.67 

55.67 

% 
109.27% 
105.55% 
101.96% 
98.50% 
95.15% 
91.91% 
86.78% 
85.75% 
82.81% 
79.97% 
77.21% 
74.53% 
71.94% 
69.42% 
66.98% 
64.80% 
62.29% 
60.04% 
57.86% 
55.73% 
53.67% 
51 65% 
49.69% 
47.78% 
45.91% 
44.09% 
42.32% 
40.59% 
38.90% 
37.25% 
35.64% 
34.07% 
32.54% 
31.03% 
29.57% 
28.13% 
28.73% 
25.35% 
24.01% 
22.69% 
22.89% 
22.89% 
22.69% 
22.69% 
22.69% 
22.69% 
22.69% 
22.89% 
22.69% 
22.69% 
22.89% 
22.69% 
22.89% 
22.69% 
22.69% 

22.69% 



Exhibit 
Schedule H-4 Rvsd 

Page 19 
Wwess: Gutwki 

EPCOR Water Arkona Inc -Sun City West WPttewater 

WasbwederDisliktRateDesignProceeding 
MoI NO: W-1303AO9-0343: SW-1303AO9-0343 

Tvoical Bills 
Line Rate 
&s.&&tQ 
I B2S2E 
2 B2S2E 
3 B2S2E 
4 B2S2E 
5 B2S2E 
6 B2S2E 
7 B2S2E 
8 B2S2E 
9 B2S2E 

10 B2SE 
11 B2SE 
12 B2S2E 
13 B2SE 
14 B2S2E 
15 B2S2E 
16 B2SX 
I ?  B2S2E 
18 B2S2E 
19 B2S2E 
20 B2S2E 
21 B2S2E 
22 B2SX 
23 B2S2E 
24 B2S2E 
25 B2S2E 
26 B2S2E 
27 B2S2E 
28 B2S2E 
29 B2S2E 
30 B2S2E 
31 B2S2E 
32 B2S2E 
33 B2S2E 
34 B2S2E 
35 B2S2E 
36 B2SZE 
37 B2S2E 
38 B2S2E 
39 B2S2E 
40 B2S2E 
41 B2S2E 
42 B2S2E 
43 B2S2E 
44 B2S2E 
45 B2S2E 
46 B2S2E 
47 B2S2E 
48 B2S2E 
49 B2S2E 
50 B2S2E 
51 B2S2E 
52 B2S2E 
53 B2S2E 
54 B2S2E 
55 B2S2E 
56 
57 B2S2E 
58 
59 
60 

Sun City West 
sun city west 
sun city west 

pescricdion 
Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 

Sun Cdy West Sawar Commerdal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun CHy West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun CHy West Sewer Commercial Single Unit> 2" 
Sun City Wesl Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West S m r  Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commaccial S i l e  Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit> 2 
Sun Cty West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun Cty West Sawer CMn- Single Unit> 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun CHy West Sewer Commercid Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2' 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun CHy West Sawar Commercial singls Unit, 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Cornmeitid Single Unit > 2' 
Sun CHy West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2' 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit> 2" 
Sun Ciiy West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commeraai Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City Wesl Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sswer Commercial Singk Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun Cty West Swer Commerdal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sawsr Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Singk Unit > 2' 
Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun City West Sewar Commercial Single Unit > 2" 
Sun CHy West Sawer Commercial Single Unit 2" 
Sun city West Sewer Commerdal Single Unit > 2" 

Sun City West Sewer Commerdal Singk Unit > 2" 

ConsumDtion 
10.000 
20.000 
30.000 
40,000 
50.000 
60.000 
70.000 
80.000 
90.000 

100,000 
110,000 
120.000 
130.000 
140,000 
150.000 
160,000 
170,000 
180.000 
190.000 
200.000 
210.000 
220,000 
230.000 
240.000 
250,000 
260,000 
270.000 
280,000 
290,000 
300,000 
310,000 
320.000 
330,000 
340.000 
350.000 
360,000 
370.000 
380.000 
390,000 
400.000 
410.000 
420,000 
430.000 
440,000 
450,000 
460,000 
470.000 
460.000 
490.000 
500,000 
510.000 
520,000 
530,000 
540,000 
550,000 

Average: 408.667 

PreSeni' 
Rates 

$167.25 
$193.28 
$219.30 
$245.33 
$271.35 
$297.37 
$323.40 
$349.42 
$375.45 
$401.47 
$427.49 
$453.52 
$479.54 
$505.57 
$531 5 9  
$557.61 
$583.64 
$609.66 
$635.69 
$661.71 
$687.73 
$713.76 
$739.78 
$785.61 
$791.83 
$817.85 
$843.88 
$869.90 
$895.93 
$921.95 
$947.97 
$974.00 

$1,000.02 
$i,a2~.05 
$1,052.07 
$1,078.09 
$1,104.12 
$1,130.14 
$1,156.17 
$1.182.19 
$1,208.21 
$1234.24 
$1,260.28 
$1.288.29 
$1.312.31 
$1,336.33 
$1.384.36 
$1.390.38 
$1.418.41 
$1 $42.43 
$1.488.45 
$1.494.48 
$1,520.50 
$1,546.53 
$1.572.55 

$1.204.75 

Proposed Pmposedln 

$301.00 $ 133.75 
$301.00 $ 107.72 
$301.00 $ 81.70 
$301.00 $ 55.67 
$301.00 $ 29.65 
$301.00 $ 3.83 
$301.00 $ (22.40) 
$301.00 $ (48J2) 
$301.00 $ (74.45) 
$301.00 $ (100.47) 
$301.00 $ (126.49) 
$301.00 $ (152.52) 
$301.00 $ (178.54) 
$301.00 $ (204.57) 
$301.00 $ (230.59) 
$301.00 $ (256.61) 
$301.00 $ (282.64) 
$301.00 $ (308.66) 
$301.00 $ (334.69) 
$301.00 $ (380.71) 
$301.00 $ (386.73) 
$301.00 $ (412.76) 
$301.00 $ (438.78) 
$301.00 $ (464.81) 
$301.00 $ (490.83) 
$301.00 $ (518.85) 
$301.00 $ (542.88) 
$301.00 $ (568.90) 
$301.00 $ (594.93) 
$301.00 $ (620.95) 
$301.00 $ (646.97) 
$301.00 $ (673.00) 
$301.00 $ (699.02) 
$301.00 $ (725.05) 
$301.00 $ (751.07) 
$301.00 $ (777.09) 
$301.00 $ (803.12) 
$301.00 $ (829.14) 
$301.00 $ (855.17) 
$301.00 $ (881.19) 
$301.00 $ (907.21) 
$301.00 $ (933.24) 
$301.00 $ (959.26) 
$301.00 $ (985.29) 
$301.00 $ (1,011.31) 
$301.00 $ (1,037.33) 
$301.00 $ (1.063.36) 
$301.00 $ (1,089.38) 
$301.00 $ (1,115.41) 
$301.00 $ (1.141.43) 
$301.00 $ (1,167.45) 
$301.00 $ (1.193.48) 
$301.00 $ (1219.50) 
$301.00 $ (1,245.53) 
$301.00 $ (1.271.55) 

m M  

$301.00 $ (903.75) 

crease 
pk 

79.97% 
55.73% 
37.25% 
2269% 
10.93% 
1.22% 

8.93% 
-13.88% 
-19.83% 
-25.03% 
-29.59% 
-33.63% 
-37.23% 
-40.46% 
-43.38% 
-46.02% 
-48.43% 
-50.63% 
-52.65% 
-54.51% 
-56.23% 
-57.83% 
-59.31% 
-60.70% 
-61.99% 
-63.20% 
-64.33% 
-65.40% 
-66.40% 
-67.35% 
-68.25% 
-69.1 0% 
-69.90% 
-70.66% 
-71.39% 
-72.08% 
-72.74% 
-73.37% 
-73.97% 
-74.54% 
-75.09% 
-75.61% 
-76.12% 
-76.60% 
-77.06% 
-77.51% 
-77.94% 
-78.35% 
-78.75% 
-79.13% 
-79.50% 
-79.86% 
-80.20% 
-80.54% 
-80.86% 

-75.02% 
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EPCOR Water Arizona Inc -Sun CW West Wastewater 

Wastewater Distrid Me Design Pmeeding 
Dacka NO: W-1303A-09-0343; SW-1303A-000343 

Line Rate 

1 02S7D 
2 02S7D 
3 02S7D 
4 02S7D 
5 02S7D 
6 02S7D 
7 62570 
8 82570 
9 02S7D 

10 B2S7D 
11 82570 
12 02S7D 
13 02S7D 
14 B2S7D 
15 02S7D 
16 02S7D 
17 02S7D 
18 02S7D 
19 02S7D 
20 02S70 
21 B2S7D 
22 B2S7D 
23 B2S7D 
24 02570 
25 02S7D 
26 B2S7D 
27 02S7D 
28 02S7D 
29 B2S7D 
30 02S7D 
31 B2S7D 
32 02S7D 
33 02S7D 
34 02S7D 
35 02S7D 
36 62570 
37 02S7D 
38 02S7D 
39 02S7D 
40 02S7D 
41 02S7D 
42 02S7D 
43 02S7D 
44 B2S7D 
45 02S7D 
46 B2S7D 
47 02S7D 
48 02S7D 
49 02S7D 
50 02S7D 
51 02S7D 
52 02S70 
53 02S7D 
54 02S7D 
55 02S7D 
56 
57 B2S7D 
58 
59 
60 

mschaduk ! pasaiDtion 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unil LU => 2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single UnR LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City Wesi Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sennr Commerap ' I Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU J> 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewar Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Singla Unit LU => 2" 
Sun CRy West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commerdal Sngle Unit LU => 2' 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun Cky West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU =+ 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU =+ 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sawer Commercial Single Unit LU =, 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sewar Commercial Single Unit LU =z 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU * 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU * 2" 
Sun City Wed Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun C i y  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun Cky West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun Cii West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU =, 2" 
Sun City West Ssmtr Commercial Single Unit LU 9 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU 3 2" 
Sun City West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU =7 2" 
Sun C i i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun C i  West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 
Sun city West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU 3 2" 
Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Singb Unit LU 3 2" 

Sun Ci West Sewer Commercial Single Unit LU => 2" 

Consum&n 
10,000 
20.000 
30,000 
40.000 
50,000 
60,000 
70,000 
80,000 
90,000 

100,000 
110,000 
120.000 
130,000 
140.000 
150,000 
160.000 
170.000 
180,000 
190,000 
200,000 
215,000 
230,000 
245,000 
260,000 
275,000 
290,000 
305,000 
320,000 
335.000 
350,000 
365,000 
360,000 
395,000 
410.000 
425,000 
440.000 
455,000 
470.000 
465,000 
500.000 
515,000 
530.000 
545.000 
560.000 
575,000 
590.000 
605.000 
620,000 
635,000 
650.000 
665.000 
880.000 
695,000 
710,000 
725.000 

Aveqe: 517.222 

Typical 
P W W  
Rates 

$167.25 
$193.28 
$219.30 
$245.33 
$271.35 
$297.37 
$323.40 
$349.42 
$375.45 
$401.47 
$427.49 
$453.52 
$479.54 
$505.57 
$531.59 
$557.61 
$583.64 
$609.66 
$635.69 
$661.7 1 
$700.75 
$739.78 
$778.82 
$817.85 
$856.89 
$895.93 
$934.96 
$974.00 

51,013.03 
$1.052.07 
$1,091.11 
$1.130.14 
$1,169.18 
$1,208.21 
$1 -247.25 
$1,286.29 
$1.325.32 
$1.364.36 
$1,403.39 
$1,442.43 
$1.481.47 
$1,520.50 
$1,559.54 
$1,598.57 
$1,637.61 
$1,676.65 
$1.715.66 
$1.754.72 
$1.793.75 
$1.632.79 
$1.871.83 
$1.910.86 
$1,949.90 
$1.968.93 
$2,027.97 

$1,48725 

BiUs 
Proposed Proposedl 

. & & g m  
$394.00 $ 226.75 
$394.00 $ 200.72 
$394.00 $ 174.70 
$394.00 5 148.67 
$394.00 $ 122.65 
$394.00 $ 96.63 
$394.00 $ 70.60 
$394.00 $ 44.58 
$394.00 $ 18.55 
$394.00 $ (7.47) 
$394.00 $ (33.49) 
$394.00 $ (59.52) 
$394.00 $ (85.54) 
$394.00 $ (111.57) 
$394.00 $ (137.59) 
$394.00 $ (163.61) 
$394.00 $ (189.64) 
$394.00 $ (215.66) 
$394.00 $ (241.69) 
$394.00 $ (267.71) 
$394.00 $ (306.75) 
$394.00 $ (345.76) 
$394.00 $ (384.62) 
$394.00 $ (423.85) 
$394.00 $ (462.89) 
$394.00 5 (501.93) 
$394.00 $ (540.96) 
$394.00 $ (580.00) 
$394.00 $ (619.03) 
$394.00 $ (658.07) 
$394.00 $ (697.11) 
$394.00 $ (736.14) 
$394.00 $ (775.18) 
$394.00 $ (814.21) 
$394.00 $ (853.25) 
$394.00 $ (892.29) 
$394.00 $ (931.32) 
$394.00 $ (970.36) 
$394.00 $ (1,009.39) 
$394.00 $ (1.048.43) 
$394.00 $ (1.087.47) 
$394.00 $ (1.126.50) 
$394.00 $ (1.165.54) 
$394.00 $ (1.204.57) 
$394.00 $ (1,243.61) 
$394.00 $ (1.282.65) 
$394.00 $ (1.321.68) 
$394.00 $ (1.360.72) 
$394.00 $ (1.399.75) 
$394.00 $ (1,438.79) 
$394.00 $ (1.477.83) 
$394.00 $ (1.516.66) 
5394.00 5 (1,555.90) 
$394.00 $ (1,594.93) 
$394.00 $ (1,633.97) 

$394.00 $ (1,093.25) 

ncrease 
% 

135.57% 
103.85% 
79.66% 
60.60% 
45.20% 
32.49% 
21.83% 
12.76% 
4.94% 

-1.86% 
-7.83% 

-13.12% 
-17.84% 
-22.07% 
-25.88% 
-29.34% 
-32.49% 
-35.37% 
-38.02% 
-40.46% 
-43.77% 
46.74% 
49.41% 
-51.83% 
-54.02% 
-56.02% 
-57.86% 
-59.55% 
-61.11% 
-62.55% 
-63.89% 
-65.14% 
-66.30% 
87.39% 
-68.41% 
49.37% 
-70.27% 
-71.12% 
-71.93% 
-72.68% 
-73.40% 
-74.09% 
-74.74% 
-75.35% 
-75.94% 
-76.50% 
-77.04% 
-77.55% 
-78.03% 
-78.50% 
-78.95% 
-79.38% 
-79.79% 
-80.19% 
-80.57% 

-73.51% 
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WWss: Murrey 

EPCOR Water Arlzona Inc -Anthem Wastewater 

Wastewater District Rate Design Proceeding 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Dacket NO: W-Ol303A-09-0343; SW-01303A-094343 

Tvoical Bills 
Line Rate 

1 ElMSl 
kschedule  Descriotian 

2 EIMS1 
3 ElMSl 
4 ElMSl 
5 ElMS1 
6 EMS1 
7 ElMSl 
8 EIMS1 
9 EIMSl 

10 ElMSl 
11 ElMS1 
12 ElMSl 
13 ElMSl 
14 ElMSl 
15 EIMSl 
18 ElMSl 
17 ElMSl 
18 ElMS1 
19 ElMSl 
20 ElMSl 
21 EIMS1 
22 ElMSl 
23 ElMSl 
24 ElMSl 
25 ElMSl 
28 ElMSl 
27 EIMSl 
28 ElMSl 
29 ElMS1 
30 ElMS1 
31 ElMSl 
32 EIMSI 
33 EIUSI 
34 ElMSl 
35 ElMS1 
38 E l m 1  
37 ElMSl 

39 ElMSl 
40 ElMSl 
41 ElMS1 
42 ElMS1 
43 ElMSl 
44 ElMSl 
45 UMS1 
46 ElMSl 
47 EMS1 
48 ElMSl 
49 EIMSI 
50 ElMSl 
51 ElMSl 
52 EIMS1 
53 EIMSl 
54 ElMSl 
55 ElMS1 
56 
57 EIMSI 
58 
59 
60 

3a EIMSI 

Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residenbal 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewar Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anihem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 
Anthem Sewer Residential 

Anthem Sewer Residential Average: 

ConsumDtion 
1,000 
2,000 
3.000 
4,000 
5,000 
6.000 
7,000 
8,000 
9,000 

10,000 
1 1,000 
12.000 
13,000 
14,000 
15,000 
16,000 
17,000 
18,000 
19,000 
20,000 
21,000 
22.000 
23,000 
24,000 
25,000 
26,000 
27,000 
28,000 
29,000 
30,000 
31.000 
32,000 
33,000 
34,000 
35,000 
38,000 
37.000 
38,000 
39,000 
40,000 
41,000 
42.000 
43,000 
44,000 
45,000 
48,000 
47,000 
48,000 
49,000 
50,000 
51,000 
52,000 
53,000 
54,000 
55,000 

5,814 

step 3 .’ 
M!s 

$33.75 
$37.50 
$41.25 
$45.00 
$48.75 
$52.50 
$58.25 
$56.25 
$56.25 
$58.25 
$56.25 
$56.25 
$58.25 
$56.25 
$56.25 
$58.25 
956.25 
$58.25 
$58.25 
$56.25 
$58.25 
$56.25 
$56.25 
$56.25 
$56.25 
$56.25 
$58.25 
$56.25 
$56.25 
$58.25 
$56.25 
$58.25 
$56.25 
156.25 
$58.25 
$58.25 
$58.25 
$56.25 
$58.25 
$58.25 
$58.25 
$58.25 
$58.25 
$56.25 
$58.25 
$58.25 
$56.25 
$56.25 
$56.25 
$56.25 
558.25 
$56.25 
$58.25 
$58.25 
$58.25 

$51.80 

Consoliated Consolidated Increase 

$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 8 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 f 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 S 
$34.30 $ 
834.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 

$34.30 $ 

Eatas A&QU@! 
0.55 

(3.20) 
(8.95) 

(10.70) 
(14.45) 
(1 8.20) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 

(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 

(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 

(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 
(21.95) 

(21.95) 

(21.95) 

(21.95) 
(21.95) 

(21.95) 

(17.50) 

% 
1.83% 

%.53% 
-18.85% 
-23.78% 
-29.64% 

-39.02% 
-39.02Yo 

-34.67% 

-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.0% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.0m 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 

-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.0% 
-39.02?? 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 

-39.02% 

-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.020% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 
-39.02% 

-33.79% 
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EPCOR Water Arizona Inc -Anthem Wastewater 
Docket No: W-01303A-09-0343; SW-Ol303A-09-0343 
Wastewater Dlstrict Rate Design Proceeding 
Typical Bill Analpis 

Typical Bills 
Line Rate 

1 E2MS1 
&Schedula Duon 

2 E2MS1 
3 E2MS1 
4 U M S l  
5 E2MSl 
6 E2MSl 
7 E2Ms1 
8 E2MSl 
9 E2MS1 

10 E2MSI 
11 E2MSl 
12 E2MS1 
13 U M S I  
14 E2MSI 
15 ELMS1 
16 E2MS1 
17 E2MS1 
18 E2MS1 
19 E2MS1 
20 E2MS1 
21 E2MS1 
22 E2MSl 
23 E2MS1 
24 E2MS1 
25 E2MS1 
26 EPMSI 
27 ELMS1 
28 E2MS1 
29 E2MS1 
30 E2MS1 
31 E2MSl 
32 E2MS1 
33 EPMSI 
34 E2MSl 
35 E2MS1 
38 E2MSl 
37 E2MS1 
38 E2MS1 
39 E2MS1 
40 E2MS1 
41 E2MS1 
42 E2MS1 
43 E2MSl 
44 E2MSl 
45 E2Ms1 
46 E2MS1 
47 E2MS1 
48 E2Ms1 
49 E2MS1 
50 E2MSl 
51 E2MSl 
52 E2MS1 
53 E2MSl 
54 E2Ms1 
55 E2MSl 
56 
57 E2MS1 
58 
59 
80 

Anthem Sewer Commerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8' 
Anthem Sewer Commerial5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/13" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 518" 
Anthem Sewer Cornrnerial5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial5/8' 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 98" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial W8" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Coinmerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 518' 
Anthem Sewer Cornrnerial5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8' 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Canmerial 5/13'' 
Anthem Sewer Commerial518" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Comrnerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewar Commerial 5W 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial518" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 5W 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 518" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5W 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 518" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 518" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/6' 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial5B" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerlal5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial W 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 518" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Commerial 5/8" 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 518'' 
Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8" 

Anthem Sewer Cornmerial 5/8" Average: 

ConsumMoq 
1.000 
2,000 
3,000 
4.000 
5,000 
8.m 
7.000 
8,000 
9.000 

10,000 
1 1,000 
12,000 
13,000 
14,000 
15,000 
16.000 
17,000 
18,000 
19,000 
20,000 
21,000 
22,000 
23,000 
24,000 
25.000 
26,000 
27,000 
28.000 
29,000 
30,000 
31 ,OW 
32,000 
33,000 
34,000 
35,000 
36,000 
37.000 
38,000 
39,000 
40,000 
41,000 
42,000 
43.000 
44.000 
4 5 . m  
48.000 
47.000 
48,000 
49,000 
50.000 
51 ,OM) 
52,000 
53.000 
54,000 
55,000 

5,925 

step 3 -. 
!3&s 

$33.75 
$37.50 
$41.25 
$45.00 
$48.75 
$52.50 
$58.25 
$60.00 
$63.75 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$87.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$87.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.60 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$87.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
$67.50 
S67.50 

$52.22 

Consolidated Consolidated Increase 

$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 f 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 5 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 S 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 S 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 S 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 

$81.59 $ 

Ilatep 4!xM!! 
$81.59 $ 47.84 

44.09 
40.34 
36.59 
32.84 
29.09 
25.34 
21.59 
17.84 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 
14.09 

29.37 

% 
141.75% 
117.57% 
97.794h 
81.31% 
67.36% 
55.41% 
45.05% 
35.98% 
27.98% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87X 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 
20.87% 

56.25% 



EPCOR Water Arizona Inc - Anthem Wastewater 
D&el No: W-01303A-090343; SW-OI 303A-096343 
Waslewatar DistrM Rate Design Proceeding 
Typical Bill Analysis 

. mibit 
Schedule H-4 

Page 3 
Wmess: Murrey 

Typical Bills 
Line Rate 
!!hs!2w& Descriotion 

1 EMS3 Anthem Sewer Commedal 1" 
2 E2Ms3 
3 EZMS3 
4 E2MS3 
5 E2MS3 
6 EMS3 
7 E2MS3 
8 EMS3 
9 E2MS3 

10 Ems3 
11 E2MS3 
12 E2MS3 
13 E2MS3 
14 E2MS3 
15 E2MS3 
16 E2MS3 
17 E2MS3 
18 E2Ms3 
I 9  E2MS3 
20 EMS3 
21 Ems3 
22 E2MS3 
23 E2MS3 
24 EMS3 
25 E2MS3 
26 EIMs3 
27 E2MS3 
28 Ems3 
29 E2MS3 
30 EMS3 
31 E N S 3  
32 E2MS3 
33 ENS3 
34 m s 3  
35 E2MS3 
36 EZMS3 
37 E2MS3 
38 Ems3 
39 E2MS3 
40 E2MS3 
41 EMS3 
42 E2MS3 
43 E2MS3 
44 E2MS3 
45 EZMS3 
46 E2MS3 
47 E2MS3 
40 E2MS3 
49 EMS3 
50 E2MS3 
51 E2MS3 
52 EMS3 
53 E2MS3 
54 E2MS3 
55 EMS3 
56 
57 E2MS3 
58 
59 
60 

Anthem Sewer Commercial I" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial I" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1 " 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial I "  
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1 " 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1 " 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1 " 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1' 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial I" 
Anlhem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1 " 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
AnWm Sewer Commercial 1" 
AnMem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Antham Sewer Commercial I" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial I" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 
Anthem Sewer Commercial 1" 

Anthem Sewer Commercial I" Average: 

Consumotion 
5,000 

10,000 
15.000 
20,000 
25,000 
30,000 
35,000 
40,000 
45.000 
50,000 
55,000 
60,000 
65,000 
70,000 
75,000 
80,000 
85,000 
90,000 
95,000 

100,000 
105,000 
110,000 
11 5,000 
120,000 
125,000 
130,000 
135,000 
140,000 
145,000 
150,000 
155,000 
160,000 
165,000 
170,000 
175,000 
180,000 
185,000 
190,000 
195,000 
200.000 
205,000 
210,000 
215,000 
220,000 
225,000 
230.000 
235,000 
240,000 
245,000 
250.000 
255,000 
260.000 
265,000 
270,000 
275,000 

8,824 

step 3 
us 

$63.81 
$67.56 
$71.31 
$75.06 
$78.81 
$82.56 
$80.31 
$90.06 
$93.81 
$97.58 

$101.31 
$105.06 
$108.81 
$112.56 
$1 16.31 
$120.06 
$123.81 
$127.58 
$131.31 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$1 35.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$1 35.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$1 35.06 
$135.06 
$1 35.06 
5135.08 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.08 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 
$135.06 

$93.15 

Consolidated Consolidated Increase 
Bates 4!QQa 

$81.59 $ 17.78 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 
$81.59 $ 

$81.59 $ 

14.03 
10.28 
6.53 
2.78 

(0.97) 
(4.72) 
(8.47) 

(12.22) 
(15.97) 
(19.72) 
(23.47) 
(27.22) 
(30.97) 
(34.72) 
(38.47) 
(42.22) 
(45.97) 
(49.72) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 
(53.47) 

(11.56) 

% 
27.88% 
20.77% 
14.42% 
8.70% 
3.53% 

-1.17% 
-5.47% 
-9.40% 

-13.03% 
-16.37% 
-19.47% 
-22.34% 
-25.02% 
-27.51% 
-29.85% 
-32.04% 
-34.10% 
-36.04% 
-37.86% 
39.59% 
39.59% 
-39.59% 
39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59Yo 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 

-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 
-39.59% 

-12.41% 

-39.59% 



EPCOR Water M o n a  Inc -Anthem Wastewater 
Docket No: W-01303A-09-0343; SW-01303A-09-0343 
Wastewater District Rate Design Proceeding 
Typical Bin Analysis 

Tmical Bilk 

2 E2MS4 
3 E2MS4 
4 Ems4 
5 EzMS4 
6 E2MS4 
7 E2MS4 
8 E2MS4 
9 E2MS4 

10 E2MS4 
11 E2MS4 
12 E2MS4 
13 E2MS4 
14 E2MS4 
15 E2MS4 
16 E2MS4 
f7 E2MS4 
18 E2MS4 
I 9  E2MS4 
20 E2MS4 
21 E2MS4 
22 EZMS4 
23 E2MS4 
24 E2MS4 
25 E2MS4 
26 E2MS4 
27 E2MS4 
26 EMS4 
29 EZMS4 
30 E2MS4 
31 E2MS4 
32 E2MS4 
33 E2MS4 
34 E2MS4 
35 E2MS4 
38 E2MS4 
37 E2MS4 
38 E2MS4 
30 E2MS4 
40 E2MS4 
41 E2MS4 
42 E2MS4 
43 E2MS4 
44 E2MS4 
45 E 2 M S 4  
46 E2MS4 
47 E N S 4  
48 E2MS4 
49 E2MS4 
50 E2MS4 
51 Ems4 
52 E2MS4 
53 E2MS4 
54 E2MS4 
55 E2MS4 
56 
57 E2MS4 
58 
59 
80 

Line Rate 

1 E2MS4 
k s c h e d u l e  D.?sx@m 

Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commen3al LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LO 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LO 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LO 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewef Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LO 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sawer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LO 
Anthem Sewer Commetcial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commerdal LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 
Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 

Anthem Sewer Commercial LG 

ConsumDbQn 
1,000 
2.000 
3 , m  
4.000 
5.000 
6,000 
7,000 
8,000 
9,000 

10.000 
11,000 
12,000 
13,000 
14.000 
15.000 
16,000 
17.000 
18,000 
19.000 
20,000 
21,000 
22.000 
23.000 
24,000 
25,000 
28,000 
27.000 
28.000 
29,000 
30,000 
31,000 
32.000 
33.000 
35.000 
40,000 
45.000 
50,000 
60,000 
70,000 
80.000 
90,000 

100,000 
200,000 
300.000 
400,000 
500,000 
600,000 
700,000 
800,000 
900,000 

1,000,000 
1,100,000 
1,200,000 
1,300,000 
1,400,000 

Average: 50,337 

step 3 .' 
lw2E 
$123.84 
$127.59 
$131.34 
$135.09 
$138.84 
$142.59 
5146.34 
$150.09 
$153.84 
$157.59 
$161.34 
$165.09 
$168.84 
$172.59 
$176.34 
$180.09 
$183.84 
$187.59 
$191.34 
$195.09 
$198.84 
$202.59 
$206.34 
$210.09 
$213.84 
$217.59 
$221.34 
$225.09 
$228.84 
$232.50 
$236.34 
$240.09 
$243.84 
$251.34 
$270.09 
$288.84 
$307.59 
$345.09 
$382.59 
$420.09 
$457.59 
$495.09 
$870.09 

$1,245.09 
$1,620.09 
$1,995.09 
$2,370.09 
$2,745.09 
$3,120.09 
$3,495.09 
$3,870.09 
$4.245.09 
$4.620.09 
$4,995.09 
$5.370.09 

$308.85 

Consolidated Consolidated Increase 
5&?4 em2Uu 

$394.00 $ 
$394.00 0 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 0 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
s394.m 5 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 0 
$394.00 $ 
$394.00 $ 

270.16 
266.41 
262.66 
258.91 
255.16 
251.41 
247.66 
243.91 
240.16 
236.41 
232.66 
226.91 
225.16 
221.41 
217.66 
213.91 
210.16 
206.41 
202.66 
198.91 
195.16 
191.41 
187.66 
163.91 
180.16 
176.41 
172.66 
168.91 
165.16 
161.41 
157.66 
153.91 
150.16 
142.66 
123.91 
105.16 
86.41 
46.91 
11.41 

(26.09) 
(63.59) 

(476.09) 
(101.09) 

$394.00 $ (851.09j 
$394.00 $ (1,226.09) 
$394.00 $ (1,601.09) 
$394.00 $ (1,976.09) 
$394.00 $ (2.351.00) 
$394.00 $ (2,726.09) 
$394.00 $ (3,101.09) 
$394.00 $ (3.476.09) 
$394.00 $ (3,851.09) 
$394.00 $ (4.226.09) 
$394.00 $ (4.601.09) 
$394.00 $ (4,976.09) 

$394.00 $ 85.15 

% 
21 8.1 5% 
208.60% 
199.98% 
191.66% 
163.78% 
176.32% 
169.24% 
162.51% 
156.11% 
150.02% 
144.20% 
138.66% 
133.36% 
128.29% 
123.43% 
1 18.78% 
114.32% 
110.03% 
105.92% 
101.96% 
98.15% 
94.48% 
90.95% 
67.54% 
64.25% 
81.07% 
76.01% 
75.04% 
72.17% 
60.40% 
66.71% 
64.11% 
61.68% 
56.76% 
45.88% 
36.41% 
28.09% 
14.17% 
2.98% 

-6.21% 
-13.90% 
-20.42% 
-54.72% 
-68.36% 
-75.68% 
-80.25% 
-63.38% 
-85.85% 
-87.37% 
-88.73% 
-69.82% 
-90.72% 
-91.47% 
-92.11% 
-92.66% 

27.57% 



EPCOR Water Arizona Inc -Anthem Wastewater 
Docket No: W-01303A-09-0343; SW-01303A-09-0343 
Wastewater District Rate Design Proceeding 
Typ!caI Bill Analysis 

Line Rate 
mschedule pescriDtion 

1 E5M2 
2 E5M2 
3 E5M2 

Anthem Wholesale (Phcenii) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 

4 E5M2 
5 E5M2 
6 E5M2 
7 E5M2 
8 E m  
9 E5M2 

10 E5M2 
11 E5M2 
12 E5M2 
13 E5M2 
14 E5M2 
15 E5M2 
16 E5M2 
17 E5M2 
18 E5M2 
I 9  E5M2 
20 E W  
21 E5M2 
22 E5M2 
23 E5M2 
24 E5M2 
25 E5M2 
26 E5M2 
27 E5M2 
28 E5M2 
29 E5M2 
30 E5M2 
31 E5M2 
32 EM2 
33 E5M2 
34 E5M2 
35 E5M2 
36 €342 
37 E5M2 
38 E5M2 
39 E W  
40 E M 2  
41 E5M2 
42 E5M2 
43 E5M2 
44 E5M2 
45 E5M2 
46 E5M2 
47 E5M2 
48 E M 2  
49 E5M2 
50 E5M2 
51 E5M2 
52 E5M2 
53 E5M2 
54 E5M2 
55 E5M2 
56 
57 E5M2 
58 
59 
80 

Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenk) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholasale (Phaeni) owu 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem whdesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) O W  
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) O W  
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Pbnix)  OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoena) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) O W  
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 
Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 

Anthem Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU Average: 

LXmumDtion 
1.000 
2,000 
3,000 
4,000 
5.000 
6,000 
7,000 
8,000 
9,000 

10,000 
11,000 
12.000 
13.000 
14,000 
15,000 
16,000 
17,000 
18,000 
19,000 
20,000 
21,000 
22,000 
23,000 
24.000 
25,000 
28,000 
27,000 
28.000 
29,000 
30,000 
31,000 
32.000 
33,000 
34,000 
35,000 
38,000 
37,000 
38,000 
39,000 
40.000 
41,000 
42,000 
43,000 
44,000 
45,000 
46,000 
47,000 
48,000 
49,000 
50.000 
51,000 
52,000 
53,000 
54,000 
55.000 

9,655 $33,020.38 $41,420.31 $ 8,399.92 

% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 

25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 
25.44% 

25.44% 

25.44% 
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Typlcal Bllls 
Step 3 Consoliated Consolidated Increase * 

$3.42 
$6.64 

$10.26 
$13.88 
$17.10 

$23.04 
$27.36 
$30.78 
$34.20 
$37.62 
$41.04 
$44.46 
$47.88 
$51.30 
$54.72 
$58.14 
$61.58 
$64.98 
$88.40 
$71.82 
$75.24 
$78.66 
$82.08 
$85.50 
$88.92 
$92.34 
$95.76 
$99.18 

$102.60 
$106.02 
$109.44 
$1 12.86 
$1 16.28 
$1 19.70 
$123.12 
$126.54 
$129.96 
$133.38 
$136.80 
$140.22 
$143.64 
$147.06 
$150.48 
$153.90 
$157.32 
$160.74 
$164.16 
$167.58 
$171 .OO 
$174.42 
$177.84 
$181.26 
$184.68 
$188.10 

$20.52 

Bmi 
$4.29 

Amount 
$ 0.87 

$8.58 $ 
$12.67 $ 
$17.16 $ 
$21.45 $ 
$25.74 $ 
$30.03 $ 
$34.32 5 
$38.61 $ 
$42.90 $ 
$47.19 $ 
$51.48 $ 
$55.77 $ 
wo.06 $ 
$64.35 $ 
$68.84 $ 
$72.93 $ 
$77.22 $ 
$81.51 $ 
$85.80 $ 
$90.09 $ 
$94.38 $ 
$96.67 $ 

$102.96 $ 
$107.25 $ 
$111.54 $ 
$115.83 $ 
$120.12 $ 
$124.41 $ 
$128.70 $ 
$132.99 $ 
$137.28 $ 
$141.57 $ 
$145.86 $ 
$150.15 $ 
$154.44 $ 
$156.73 $ 
$163.02 $ 
$167.31 0 
$171.60 $ 
$175.89 $ 
$180.18 $ 
$184.47 $ 
$160.76 $ 
$193.05 $ 
$197.34 $ 
$201.63 $ 
$205.92 $ 
$210.21 $ 
$214.50 $ 
$218.79 $ 
$223.08 $ 
$227.37 $ 
$231.66 $ 
$235.95 $ 

1.74 
2.61 
3.48 
4.35 
5.22 
6.09 
6.96 
7.83 
8.70 
9.57 

10.44 
11.31 
12.18 
13.05 
13.92 
14.79 
15.66 
16.53 
17.40 
18.27 
19.14 
20.01 
20.88 
21.75 
22.62 
23.49 
24.36 
25.23 
26.10 
26.97 
27.84 
28.71 
29.58 
30.45 
31.32 
32.19 
33.06 
33.93 
34.80 
35.67 
38.54 
37.41 
38.28 
39.15 
40.02 
40.89 
41.76 
42.63 
43.50 
44.37 
45.24 
46.11 
48.98 
47.85 
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Arizona American Water Company - Agua Fria Sewer 
Test Year Ended December 31,2008 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Line Rate 
NLSchedule Descriotion 
I ElMS1 Aaua Fria Sewer Residential 
2 ElMSl 
3 ElMSl 
4 EIMSI 
5 ElMSl 
6 ElMSl 
7 ElMSl 
8 EIMSI 
9 EIMSI 

10 ElMSI 
11 EIMSI 
12 ElMSl 
13 ElMSl 
14 EIMSl 
15 ElMSl 
16 ElMSl 
17 EIMSI 
18 EIMSI 
19 ElMSl 
20 EIMSI 
21 ElMS1 
22 EIMSI 
23 EIMSI 
24 ElMSI 
25 ElMSl 
26 EIMSI 
27 EMS1 
28 EIMSI 
29 ElMSl 
30 EIMSI 
31 EIMSI 
32 ElMSl 
33 EIMSI 
34 ElMSl 
35 EIMSI 
36 ElMSl 
37 EIMSI 
38 EIMSI 
39 EIMSI 
40 ElMSl 
41 ElMSl 
42 ElMSl 
43 EIMSI 
44 ElMSl 
45 ElMSl 
46 ElMSl 
47 ElMSl 
48 ElMSl 
49 EIMSl 
50 ElMSl 
51 EIMSI 
52 ElMSl 
53 ElMSl 
54 ElMSl 
55 EIMSI 
56 
57 ElMSl 

A&a Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
m a  Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 
Agua Fria Sewer Residential 

Agua Fria Sewer Residential 

Consumotion 
1,000 
2,000 
3,000 
4,000 
5,000 
6,000 
7,000 
8,000 
9,000 

10,000 
11,000 
12,000 
13,000 
14,000 
15,000 
16,000 
17,000 
18,000 
19,000 
20,000 
21,000 
22,000 
23,000 
24,000 
25,000 
26,000 
27,000 
28,000 

.29,000 
30,000 
31,000 
32,000 
33,000 
34,000 
35,000 
36,000 
37,000 
38,000 
39,000 
40,000 
41,000 
42,000 
43,000 
44,000 
45.000 
46,000 
47,000 
48,000 
49,000 
50,000 
51,000 
52,000 
53,000 
54,000 
55,000 

Typical Bills 
Test Year Deconsolidated Deconsolidated Increase 

Batas 
$74.09 
$82.06 
$90.03 
$98.00 

$105.97 
$113.94 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 
$121.91 

Average: 5,297 8108.34 

!%a@ 
$34.30 0 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
534.30 $ 
$34.30 8 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 8 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
834.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 s 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
934.30 $ 
$34.30 0 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 t 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 S 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 
$34.30 $ 

$34.30 $ 

4.wK!t 
(39.79) 
(47.76) 
(55.73) 
(63.70) 
(71.67) 
(79.64) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(8 7.6 1 ) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 
(87.61) 

(74.04) 

Ilh 
-53.70% 
-58.20% 
-61.90% 
-65.00% 
-67.63% 
-69.90% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-74.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71.86% 
-71 36% 

-68.34% 
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Arizona American Water Company - Agua Fria Sewer 
Test Year Ended December 31,2008 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Line Rate 
&schedule DescriDtion 

1 E2MS2 
2 E2MS2 
3 E2MS2 
4 E2MS2 
5 E2MS2 
6 E2MS2 
7 E2MS2 
8 E2MS2 
9 E2MS2 

10 EMS2 
11 E2MS2 
12 UMS2 
13 E2MS2 
14 E2MS2 
15 E2MS2 
16 E2MS2 
17 E2MS2 
18 E2MS2 
19 E2MS2 
20 E2MS2 
21 E2MS2 
22 E2MS2 
23 E2MS2 
24 E2MS2 
25 E2MS2 
26 E2MS2 
27 E2MS2 
28 E2MS2 
29 E2MS2 
30 E2MS2 
31 E2MS2 
32 E2MS2 
33 E2MS2 
34 E2MS2 
35 UMS2 
36 E2MS2 
37 E2MS2 
38 E2MS2 
39 E2MS2 
40 E2MS2 
41 E2MS2 
42 E2MS2 
43 E2MS2 
44 E2MS2 
45 E2MS2 
46 E2MS2 
47 E2MS2 
48 E2MS2 
49 E2MS2 
50 E2MS2 
51 E2MS2 
52 E2MS2 
53 E2MS2 
54 E2MS2 
55 E2MS2 
56 
57 E2MS2 

Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 3/4" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Canmerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Comrnerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commerial3/4" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Comrnerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnerial314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Comrnerial314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnetial314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 3/4" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Comrnerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 3/4" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Comrnerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnerial314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Comrnerial 3/4" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial3/4" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commarial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnerial3/4" 
Agua Fria Sewer Comrnerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer CommeriaI3/4" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commerial34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornrnerial 314" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 34" 
Agua Fria Sewer Cornmerial 314" 

Agua Fria Sewer Commerial314" Average: 

ConsumDm 
1,000 
2,000 
3,000 
4,000 
5,000 
6,000 
7.000 
8,000 
9,000 

10,000 
11,000 
12,000 
13,000 
14,000 
15,000 
16.000 
17,000 
18,000 
19,000 
20,000 
21,000 
22,000 
23,000 
24,000 
25,000 
26,000 
27,000 
28,000 
29.000 
30.000 
31,000 
32,000 
33,000 
34,000 
35.000 
36,000 
37,000 
38.000 
39,000 
40,000 
41,000 
42,000 
43,000 
44,000 
45.000 
46,000 
47,000 
48.000 
49,000 
50,000 
51,000 
52,000 
53,000 
54,000 
55,000 

Typical Bills 
Test Year Deconsolidated Dmsolidated Increase 
Eaks 
$107.15 
$115.12 
$123.09 
$131.06 
$139.03 
$147.00 
$154.97 
$162.94 
$170.91 
$178.88 
$186.85 
$194.82 
$202.79 
$210.76 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$21 8.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$2 18.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$21 8.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$218.73 
$21 8.73 
$21 8.73 
$218.73 

$99.18 

EMQS Amount 
$81.59 $ (25.56) 
$81.59 $ (33.53) 
$81.59 $ (41.50) 
$81.59 $ (49.47) 
$81.59 $ (57.44) 
$81.59 $ (65.41) 
$81.59 $ (73.38) 
$81.59 $ (81.35) 
$81.59 $ (89.32) 
$81.59 $ (97.29) 
$81.59 $ (105.26) 
$81.59 $ (113.23) 
$81.59 $ (121.20) 
$81.59 $ (129.17) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
581.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
$81.59 $ (137.14) 
581.59 $ (137.14) 

$81.59 $ (17.59) 

1 
-23.85% 
-29.13% 
-33.72% 
-37.75% 
-41.31% 
-44.50% 
-47.35% 
-49.93% 
-52.26% 
-54.39% 
-56.33% 
-58.12% 
-59.77% 
-61.29% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 

-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
52.70W 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 
-62.70% 

-62.70% 

-17.74% 



Arizona American Water Company - Agua Fria Sewer 
Test Year Ended December 31,2008 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Line Rate 
mSchedule 

1 E2MS3 
2 E2MS3 
3 E2MS3 
4 E2Ms3 
5 EZMS3 
6 E2MS3 
7 E2MS3 
8 E2MS3 
9 E2MS3 

10 E2MS3 
11 E2MS3 
12 E2MS3 
13 E2MS3 
14 E2MS3 
15 E2MS3 
16 EMS3 
17 E2MS3 
18 E2MS3 
19 E2MS3 
20 E2MS3 
21 E2MS3 
22 E2MS3 
23 E2MS3 
24 E2MS3 
25 E2MS3 
26 E2MS3 
27 E2MS3 
28 E2MS3 
29 E2MS3 
30 E2MS3 
31 E2MS3 
32 E2MS3 
33 E2Ms3 
34 Ems3 
35 E2MS3 
36 E2MS3 
37 E2MS3 
38 E2MS3 
39 E2MS3 
40 E2MS3 
41 E2MS3 
42 E2MS3 
43 E2MS3 
44 E2MS3 
45 E2MS3 
46 E2MS3 
47 E2MS3 
48 E2MS3 
49 E2MS3 
50 E2MS3 
51 E2MS3 
52 E2MS3 
53 E2MS3 
54 E2MS3 
55 E2MS3 
56 
57 E2MS3 

Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial t" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial I" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial I" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
@ua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial I" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sawer Commercial Y 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial I" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commeraal 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1'' 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 

Agua Fria Sewer Commercial 1" 

ConsumDboq 
1,000 
2,000 
3,000 
4.000 
5.000 
6,000 
7,000 
8,000 
9,000 

10.000 
11,000 
12,000 
13,000 
14,000 
15,000 
16,000 
17,000 
18,000 
19,000 
20,000 
21,000 
22,000 
23.000 
24,000 
25,000 
26,000 
27,000 
28.000 
29,000 
30,000 
31,000 
32,000 
33,000 
34,000 
35,000 
36,000 
37,000 
38,000 
39,000 
40,000 
41,000 
42,000 
43,000 
44,000 
45,000 
46,000 
47,000 
48.000 
49,000 
50.000 
51,000 
52,000 
53,000 
54.000 
55,000 

Average: 9,500 

Exhibit 
Schedule H-4 

Page 3 
Witness: Murrey 

Typical Bills 
Test Year Deconsolidated Deconsolidated Increase 

!3&s 
$140.36 
$148.33 
$156.30 
$164.27 
$172.24 
$180.21 
$188.18 
$196.15 
$204.12 
$212.09 
$220.06 
$228.03 
$236.00 
$243.97 
$251.94 
$259.91 
$267.88 
$275.85 
$283.82 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 
$291.79 

$208.1 1 

!3&s 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81 5 9  
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81.59 
$81 5 9  

$81.59 

&m!a 
$ (58.77) 
$ (66.74) 
$ (74.71) 
$ (82.68) 
$ (90.65) 
t (98.62) 
$ (106.59) 
$ (114.56) 
$ (122.53) 
$ (130.50) 
$ (138.47) 
$ (146.44) 
$ (154.41) 
$ (162.38) 
$ (170.35) 
$ (178.32) 
s (186.29) 
$ (194.26) 
$ (202.23) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
8 (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
8 (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
8 (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
8 (210.20) 
8 (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 
$ (210.20) 

$ (126.52) 

% 
41.87% 
-44.99% 
-47.80% 
-50.33% 
-52.63% 
-54.73% 
-56.64% 
-58.40% 
-60.03% 
-61.53% 
-62.92% 
-64.22% 
-65.43% 
-66.56% 
-67.62% 
46.61% 
-69.54% 
-70.42% 
-71.25% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 
-72.04% 

-60.79% 



Arizona American Water Company - Agua Fria Sewer 
Test Year Ended December 31,2008 
Typical Bill Analysis 

Exhibit 
Schedule H-4 

Page 4 
witness: Murrey 

I 

I 

Line Rate 
&schedule j3escriDtion 

1 E2MS4 AQua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 

i 

2 E2MS4 
3 E2MS4 
4 E2MS4 
5 E2MS4 
6 E2MS4 
7 E2MS4 
8 E2MS4 
9 E2MS4 

10 E2MS4 
11 E2MS4 
12 E2MS4 
13 E2MS4 
14 E2MS4 
15 E2MS4 
16 E2MS4 
17 E2MS4 
18 E2MS4 
19 E2MS4 
20 E2MS4 
21 EMS4 
22 E2MS4 
23 E2MS4 
24 E2MS4 
25 E2MS4 
26 E2MS4 
27 E2MS4 
28 E2MS4 
29 E2MS4 
30 E2MS4 
31 E2MS4 
32 E2MS4 
33 E2MS4 
34 E2MS4 
35 E2MS4 
36 E2MS4 
37 E2MS4 
38 E2MS4 
39 E2MS4 
40 E2MS4 
41 E2MS4 
42 E2MS4 
43 E2MS4 
44 E2MS4 
45 E2MS4 
46 E2MS4 
47 E2MS4 
48 E2MS4 
49 E2MS4 
50 E2MS4 
51 E2MS4 
52 E2MS4 
53 E2MS4 
54 E2MS4 
55 E2MS4 
56 
57 E2MS4 

&ua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fna Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LO 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LO 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LO 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 
Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 

Agua Fria Sewer Commercial LG 

ConsumDtion 
2,000 
4,000 
6,000 
8,000 

10,000 
12,000 
14,000 
16.000 
18,000 
20,000 
22.000 
24,000 
26,000 
28,000 
30,000 
32,000 
34.000 
36,000 
38,000 
40,000 
42,000 
44,000 
46.000 
48,000 
50,000 
52,000 
54,000 
56,000 
58,000 
60,000 
62,000 
64,000 
66,000 
68,000 
70,000 
72,000 
74,000 
76,000 
78,000 
80,000 
82,000 
84,000 
86,000 
88,000 
90,000 
92,000 

Typical Bills 
Test Year Deconsolidated Deconsolidated Increase 
mss 
$280.62 
$296.56 
$312.50 
$328.44 
$344.38 
$360.32 
$376.26 
$392.20 
$408.14 
$424.08 
$440.02 
$455.96 
$471.90 
$487.84 
$503.78 
$519.72 
$535.66 
$551.60 
$567.54 
$583.48 
$599.42 
$615.36 
$631.30 
$647.24 
$663.18 
$679.12 
$695.06 
$71 1 .OO 
$726.94 
$742.88 
$758.82 
$774.76 
$790.70 
$806.64 
$822.58 
$838.52 
$854.46 
$870.40 
$886.34 
$902.28 
$918.22 
$934.16 
$950.10 
8966.04 
$981.98 
$997.92 

94,000 $1,013.86 
96,000 $1,029.80 
98,000 $1,045.74 

100,000 $1,061.68 
102,000 $1,077.62 
104,000 $1,093.56 
108,000 $1,109.50 
108,000 $1,125.44 
110,000 $1,141.38 

Average: 53,313 $689.58 

Badas Bmeunt 
$394.00 $ 113.38 
$394.00 $ 97.44 
$394.00 $ 81.50 
$394.00 $ 65.56 
$394.00 $ 49.62 
$394.00 $ 33.68 
$394.00 $ 17.74 
$394.00 $ 1.80 
$394.00 $ (14.14) 
$394.00 $ (30.08) 
$394.00 $ (46.02) 
$394.00 $ (61.96) 
$394.00 $ (77.90) 
$394.00 $ (93.84) 
$394.00 $ (109.78) 
$394.00 $ (125.72) 
$394.00 $ (141.66) 
$394.00 $ (157.60) 
$394.00 $ (173.54) 
$394.00 $ (189.48) 
$394.00 $ (205.42) 
$394.00 $ (221.36) 
$394.00 $ (237.30) 
$394.00 $ (253.24) 
$394.00 $ (269.18) 
$394.00 $ (285.12) 
$394.00 $ (301.06) 
$394.00 $ (317.00) 
$394.00 $ (332.94) 
$394.00 $ (348.88) 
$394.00 $ (364.82) 
$394.00 $ (380.76) 
$394.00 $ (396.70) 
$394.00 $ (412.64) 
$394.00 $ (428.58) 
$394.00 $ (444.52) 
$394.00 $ (460.46) 
$394.00 $ (476.40) 
$394.00 $ (492.34) 
$394.00 $ (508.28) 
$394.00 $ (524.22) 
$394.00 $ (540.16) 
$394.00 $ (556.10) 
$394.00 $ (572.04) 
$394.00 $ (587.98) 
$394.00 $ (603.92) 
$394.00 $ (619.86) 
$394.00 $ (635.80) 
$394.00 $ (651.74) 
$394.00 $ (667.68) 
$394.00 $ (683.62) 
$394.00 $ (699.56) 
$394.00 $ (715.50) 
$394.00 $ (731.44) 
$394.00 $ (747.38) 

$394.00 $ (295.58) 

%I 
40.40% 
32.86% 
26.08% 
19.96% 
14.41% 
9.35% 
4.71% 
0.46% 

-3.46% 
-7.09% 

-10.46% 
-13.59Y0 
-16.51% 
-19.24% 
-21.79% 
-24.19% 
-26.45% 
-28.57% 
-30.58% 
-32.47% 
-34.27% 
-35.97% 
-37.59% 
-39.13% 
-40.59% 
-41.98% 
-43.31% 
44.59% 
-45.80% 
-46.96% 
-48.08% 
-49.15% 
-50.17% 
-51.16% 
-52.10% 
-53.01% 
-53.89% 
-54.73% 
-55.55% 
-56.33% 
-57.09% 
-57.82% 
-58.53% 
-59.21% 
-59.88% 
-60.52% 
-61.14% 
-61.74% 
-62.32% 
-62.89% 
-63.44% 
-63.97% 
-64.49% 
-64.99% 
-65.48% 

-42.86% 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
EPCOR WATER ARIZONA, INC. 

DOCICET NOS. W-01303A-09-0343 & SW-01303A-094343 

On September 8, 2014, Epcor Water Arizona, Inc. (‘%WAZ7 or “Company”) filed 
testimony in support of statewide consolidation of its five wastewater districts: Sun City, Sun City 
West, Anthem, Agua Fria and Mohave. Mohave wastewater is also the subject of a pending rate 
case in Docket No. WS-01303A-140010. The presence of rate design issues in this associated 
Docket creates difficulties in assessing the impact of consolidation on Mohave and other customers. 

In its wing, the Company proposes to implement flat rates, which vary only from class to 
class. All customers of the same class @e. residential) would pay the same without consideration to 
the size of the water meter or volumetric considerations. Accordingly, the Company’s proposal will 
result in extremely high rate shock to certain customers. Further, the Company’s proposal would 
result in significant revenue shift5 among systems, and the Company still has not quantified the costs 
or benefits of its proposal. 

In its rebuttal, the Company continues to support its proposal but its reasons remain unclear. 
The Company states that a single price for residential customers is appropriate based on its 
experience with Anthem and Agua Fria wastewater customers whose bills include a volumetric 
component. While this is correct, the Company does not explain the reasons that a volumetric 
component in two of its districts supports billing practices that ignore meter sizes. 

In support of a single price for commercial customers, the Company correctly describes its 
present rates for commercial customers as rates which include a fixed and volumetric component 
but does not explain the reasons why the existing rate structures are problematic and does not justify 
its proposal to implement single tariff pricing. Those reasons might include a better matching of 
cost causers with cost payers and/or some cost benefit analysis. 

In response to Staffs concern about effluent pricing, the Company responds that it could 
design rates for each system; however, the Company does not recognize or justify the reasons to 
work against the goal of single tariff pricing. The Company does not state that it recognized that 
this practice would work contrary to the overall goals of its consolidation proposal, nor does the 
Company describe the extent to which it would be appropriate to tailor effluent rates to local 
conditions under its consolidation proposal or whether it would expand its practice of tailoring rates 
to other rate classes. 

The Company maintains that it has complied with Decision Nos. 72047 and 73227 which 
ordered the Company to file a rate case with consolidation and deconsolidation proposals but has 
not cited to any specific docket. Staff has reviewed the record and has been unable to locate any 
filing that addresses the Commission’s order in Decision Nos. 72047 and 73227. 

Staff also addresses the Company’s representations regarding the alleged need to replace the 
Russell Ranch WWRF soon because it is deged to be at the end of its useful life. Staff also 
addresses the Company’s representation regarding permitting requirements at the Mohave’s Wishing 
Well facility. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Q- 
A. 

Q- 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Please state your name, occupation, and business address. 

My name is Gerald Becker. I am an Executive Consultant I11 employed by the Arizona 

Corporation Commission (“Commission”) in the Utilities Division (“Staff 3. My business 

address is 1200 West Washington Street, Phoenix, Arizona 85007. 

Are you the same Gerald Becker who previously submitted direct testimony in this 

case? 

Yes, I am. 

Does your silence on any particular issue raised in the Company’s rebuttal testimony 

indicate that Staff agrees with the Company’s stated rebuttal position? 

No. Rather, where I do not respond, I am continuing to rely on my direct testimony. 

PURPOSE OF SURREBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

Q. 
A. 

Q. 

A. 

What is the purpose of your surrebuttal testimony in this proceeding? 

The purpose of my surrebuttal testimony in this proceeding is to respond, on behalf of Staff, 

to the rebuttal testimony of Ms. Sheryl Hubbard who represents Epcor Water Arizona 

(“EWAZ” or “Company”). 

Do you attempt to address every issue raised by the Company and others in its 

rebuttal testimony? 

No. 
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RESPONSE TO COMPANY REBUTTAL 

Q* 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q- 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Has the Company’s rebuttal addressed any of Stafps concerns regarding the use of a 

single rate for residential customers? 

No. In its direct testimony, Staff notes that the impact on residential customers will vary 

widely both within and across systems. The Company’s rebuttal cites to an existing 

volumetric rate design in Anthem and Agua Fria as reasons not to consider meter sizes in rate 

design. The Company’s concern regarding a volumetric component does not address the 

issue of considering differing meter sizes. 

Did the Company’s rebuttal address any of Staffs concerns regarding the use of a 

single rate for commercial customers? 

No. In its direct testimony, Staff notes that the impact on commercial customers will vary 

widely both within and across systems. The Company’s rebuttal cites to an existing 

volumetric rate design as reasons not to consider meter sizes in rate design. 

Did the Company’s rebuttal address any of StafPs concerns regarding the use of a 

single rate for effluent customers? 

While the Company responds that the rates could be tailored to local conditions, the 

Company does not justify its concept of ignoring the use of a consolidated rate for d of its 

effluent customers. 

Has the Company’s rebuttal, regarding its compliance with previous Commission 

orders to fite a rate case showing fully consolidated and deconsolidated scenarios, 

addressed Staffs concern? 

No. The Company has yet to file a full rate case for all affected systems showing fully 

consolidated and fully deconsolidated scenarios as ordered in Decision No 73227 and 
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Q. 

A. 

Decision No. 72047. Staff continues to recommend that the Company file rate cases by date 

certain for all of its water and all of its wastewater systems. 

Does the Company’s rebuttal clatify the scheduled implementation date of the third 

phase of the deconsolidation of the Anthem and Agua Fria systems? 

Yes. Staff had stated that this was scheduled to occur in February 2015, based on the 

agreement of Anthem Community Council to delay its implementation by 30 days. However, 

the Commission has not recognized and approved this delay, and accordingly, the scheduled 

implementation date is January 2015. 

OTHER 

Q. 
A. 

Q- 
A. 

Does St& have additional comments regarding Wishing Well and Russell Ranch? 

Yes, in Staffs direct testimony, Staff states that it would address the Company’s 

representations regarding certain needs at Wishing Well in Mohave wastewater and at Russell 

Ranch in the Agua Fria wastewater district. A memo from Staffs engineer is attached as 

Exhibit 1. 

Does this conclude your surrebuttal testimony? 

Yes, it does. 



M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE: October 28,2014 

TO: Gerald Becker 
Executive Consultant III 

Dorothy Hains, P. E. B/$ 
Utilities Engineer 

FROM 

RE: In The Matter of The Application of Arizona-American Water Company, For A 
Determination of The Current Fair Value of Its Utility Plant And Property And For 
Increases In Its Rates And Charges Based Thereon For Utility Service By Its 
Anthem/Agua Fria Wastewater District, Sun City Wastewater District, And Sun City 
West Wastewater District 
(Docket Nos. SW-01303A-09-0343 & W- 01 303A-09-0343) 

In Staffs Direct Testimony filed on October 6, 2014, Staff stated that certain engineering issues 
related to the Wishing Well Wastewater Treatment Plant (‘Wishing Well”) (in the Mohave 
Wastewater District) and to the Russell Ranch WWTP (“Russell Ranch”) (in AnthemlAgua Fria 
Wastewater District) would be addressed in Staff’s Surrebuttal Testimony. Engineering’s comments 
regarding the two issues are addressed in this memorandum. 

I. Issue related to the Wishing Well WWTP 

According to the Company major upgrades were made to the Wishing Well WWTP dmng 2013 so 
the plant could comply with Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (“ADEQ’) 
requirements that this plant produce A+ effluent for irdgation reuse purposes. ADEQ revised 
Permit No. 102181 in 2012 which required the Company to meet the Class A+ effluent standard 
before the effluent produced by Wishing Well could be used for golf course irrigation purposes. 
The Company upgraded its Wishing Well WW”P in June 2013 to meet the Class A+ effluent 
standard. 

11. Issue related to the Russell Ranch Well WWTP 

According to the Company, Russell Ranch will need significant capital improvement in the future. 
The reasons given by the Company are (1) Russell Ranch is an above ground steel tank package 
plant and corrosion has shortened the useful. life of this plant, and (2) the Russell Ranch WWTP is 
an “interim” wastewater treatment plant intended to be used until a permanent “underground 
concrete and steel” regional water reclamation facility (“regional plant”) is constructed. 

The “interim” Russell Ranch, 60,000 gallons per day (“GPD”) plant was installed in 2004. 
Accordmg to a 2012 field inspection report from Maricopa County Environmental Services 
Department (“MCESD’), the existing Russell Ranch WWTP had no deficiencies and no corrective 
action was noted in MCESD’s report. According to flow data in the Company’s 2013 Annual 
Report, only 50 percent of the plant‘s treatment capacity was used. It is good engineering practice 
that when a WWTP reaches 80 percent of its treatment capacity a company begin the process of 
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expandmg its plant or in this case, planning for the installation of a permanent “regional” treatment 
plant. Staff estimates that it will be approximately 10 years (approximately in 2023) before Russell 
Ranch reaches its 80 percent treatment capacity. Staff expects that the equalization tank, which is 
the first tank in the flow chain for the Russell Ranch WWTP, will have the greatest potential for 
corrosion damage. The Company has not identified when the “regional” plant will be installed. 
Staff expects that the Company will be spending more in the future to maintain the Russell Ranch 
WWTP especially on maintenance of the equalization tank. At this time Staff does not believe that 
an adjustment in the depreciation rates applicable to this plant is necessary. 
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IN THE MATTER OF ARIZONA- DOCKET NO. W-0 1303A-09-0343 
AMERICAN WATER COMPANY’S SW-01303A-09-0343 
APPLICATION FOR AN INCREASE IN 
RATES FOR ITS WATER AND EPCOR WATER COMPANY’S 
WASTEWATER RATES RESPONSE TO COMMISSION 

DECISIONS 

EPCOR Water Arizona, Inc. (“EPCOR” or “Company”) seeks to address its 

customers’ concerns as promptly as possible and for that reason continues to support the 

proceeding recommended in the Arizona Corporation Commission (“Commission”) 

Utilities Division Staffs July 8,2014 Memorandum ( “ S t a ~ s  Memorandum”) and ordered 

by the Commission in Decision No.74588 (the “Decision”).’ As noted in the Decision 

and Staffs Memorandum, EPCOR’s current rates and customer bills comply with 

approved Commission orders. The rates that are the subject matter of the Agua Fria 

customer filings are rates that have been authorized by the Commission. 

Importantly, this proceeding, which has been initiated by Commission Staff, is a 

departure fiom established rate making principles and accounting practices. To comply 

with the scenario recommended by Commission Staff to provide discussion and analysis to 

fblly deconsolidate will require the re-creation of all accounting books and entries back 

’ A companion decision, Decision No. 74589, was also issued in Docket No. W-01303A-10-0448. 
However, given the limitation of this matter to wastewater rates, EPCOR believes that this matter should 
proceed in the above referenced dockets. 

4816363-1 
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multiple years to the original*establishment of the individual districts. A proper analysis 

should include’not only the Company’s investment by individual developments, but also 

developer contributions for infirtstructure to enable service to new customers within the 

new areas. Established utility accounting practices alone do not provide this type of data 

segregation, and as such, this exercise has, and will continue to, cause EPCOR to incur 

significant costs despite EPCOR’s compliance with authorized and approved rate designs. 

Despite the significant time and expense involved, EPCOR appreciates the 

opportunity presented by this procedure, which will allow for the examination of the 

impacts of full consolidation of EPCOR’s wastewater districts and the impacts of rate 

deconsolidation of the Agua Fria Wastewater District. The filing will also address the 

impact of a “reconsolidation” of the Anthem and Agua Fria Wastewater Districts. 

Through this filing, EPCOR will address the issues set forth in Decision No.74588, which 

will provide the parties with an opportunity to examine the various rate design proposals 

set forth below. 

I. This Is a Proceeding under ARS. 5 40-252 to Examine Wastewater Rate 
Design. 

A.R.S. 0 40-252 provides that the Commission “may at any time, upon notice to the 

corporation affected, and afier opportunity to be heard as upon a complaint, rescind, alter 

or amend any order or decision made by it.” In the Decision, the Commission ordered that 

a proceeding commence to look at rate design for EPCOR’s wastewater districts. EPCOR, 

as the corporation affected by this change, has received notice, as have the parties to the 

underlying proceeding. As such, the Commission has effectively instituted a proceeding 

under A.R.S. 6 40-252 solely for the purpose of looking at potential revisions to rate 

design that would result fi-om consolidation or deconsolidation of all or certain of the 

Company’s wastewater districts as noted above. EPCOR is not seeking, and this 

proceeding should not provide, any change in authorized revenues for EPCOR. 

2 
4816363-1 
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EPCOR concurs with the Commission that this proceeding should focus solely on 

wastewater rate design, as that is the genesis of the bulk of the complaints filed by the 

Company’s customers. Agua Fria wastewater rates have the most significant impact on 

the customers who have filed letters and petitions of concern with the Commission. The 

increase in Agua Fria wastewater rates has resulted primarily from the deconsolidation of 

the Anthem and Agua Fria Wastewater Districts as ordered by the Commission in 

Decision No. 73227. As such, the most expeditious and efficient way to address those 

customer concerns is to review wastewater rate design as outlined by the Commission as 

part of a proceeding under A.R.S. $40-252. 

As the Commission has ordered that this proceeding focus solely on wastewater 

rate design, this A.R.S. 6 40-252 proceeding should proceed solely in the 09-0343 docket 

and should not continue in the 10-0448 docket which involved the Company’s water 

districts. Accordingly, as part of any procedural order following the procedural 

conference, EPCOR requests that the Administrative Law Judge confirm that this 

proceeding will proceed solely in the 09-0343 docket. 

II. A Full Rate Case Is Not Required 

As noted above, EPCOR is in hll compliance with Commission decisions relating 

to its current rates and those Commission-ordered rates are currently being charged. These 

rates stem fiom Commission-approved revenue requirements? As a proceeding under 

A.R.S. 6 40-252 to look solely at potential, revenue-neutral revisions to rate design, a full 

rate case is not required nor warranted, as the Company’s authorized revenue requirements 

cannot and will not be impacted by any modification to rate design? 

As noted below, ultimately a true-up of the rates approved in this proceeding will be necessary -3 
incorporate the final revenue requirement authorized by the Commission for the Mohave Wastewater 
Pistrict in the Company’s pending rate case. 

the Commission, the costs to process this case will be deferred as authorized by the Commission in the 
Decision, and EPCOR will seek recovery of those costs in its next rate case. 

Because EPCOR is in compliance with Commission orders and is processing this matter as ordered by 

3 
4816363-1 
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111. The Company’s Proposed Procedural Schedule 

As the Commission and the parties are aware, the next and fmal phase of the three- 

step deconsolidation phase-in ordered by the Commission in Decision No. 73227 is 

scheduled to commence on January 1,2015. To examine and potentially address the 

impact of that last phase-in, this matter must be given an expedited procedural schedule. 

Accordingly, EPCOR proposes the following procedural schedule for the processing of 

this matter: 

0 On or before August 25,2014: Notice to be provided by the Company to all 
wastewater customers via mailing and publication. Attached as Exhibit 1 to this 
filing is a proposed form of notice. 

0 On or before September 8,2014: Company’s Direct Testimony. 

0 On or before September 15,2014: Intervention deadline. 

0 On or before September 26,2014: Staffs and Intervenors’ Testimony 

0 On or before October 10,2014: Company’s Rebuttal Testimony 

0 October 27,2014: Hearing commences (parties may provide additional responsive 
testimony at the hearing) 

Given the timing considerations noted, the Company would request that the matter 

be heard no later than the December 11-12,2014 Open meeting. 

IV. ConsolidatiodDeconsolidation Scenarios 

a. Full Consolidation 

EPCOR continues to support full consolidation of its wastewater districts as the 

best long-term solution to address the concerns raised by its customers, but more 

importantly as the most equitable approach in the long term for establishing rates to 

recover the reasonable expenses and capital expenditures that will ultimately impact every 

district at some point in the future. In the long term, all wastewater customers will benefit 

from predictable, uniform rate structures, reduced regulatory expenses and increased 

efficiencies. Moving to a consolidated district with a single rate structure mirrors what 

consumers experience in most municipal districts and with many large gas and electric 

4 
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utilities. In other words, rates are the same regardless of where a customer lives within a 

municipal area or within a utility’s service territory. As noted by Ms. Diane Smith in her 

presentation to the Commission, consolidation provides numerous benefits to customers, 

including the following: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6.  

7. 

Consolidation would offer and could be a long term solution 

Lower administrative costs and unified customer accounting and billing 

systems 

Reduction in the number of rate cases and associated expenses 

Elimination of distorted cost allocations among districts in rate filings 

Standard customer service policies and related service rates and charges 

Improved rate stability and elimination of rate shock 

Reduces customer conhsion with respect to differing rate schedules among 

districts, which improves customer service efforts 

As noted above, the benefits fiom fir11 consolidation are many. Most importantly, 

consolidation offers the best short-term and long-term solutions for the issues that have 

been raised by the Company’s customers. This includes the customers that have raised the 

issues that led to this proceeding as well as customers in other wastewater districts. In the 

long term, which is the timefiame that the Commission should examine, all customers will 

benefit. These customers will benefit as consolidation allows for the ability to make 

needed capital investments in smaller districts without imposing burdensome rate 

increases, as those costs are spread over the entire, consolidated entity. Over the long 

term, every EPCOR wastewater district will require needed improvements, and as systems 

continue to age, these improvements will be costly. Unlike deconsolidation, in which each 

district would be required to pay for the entire cost of an improvement within that district 

regardless of its cost (and the smaller the customer base in the district, the greater the 

proportionate increase), consolidation allows for that to be spread over a greater number of 

customers. 

5 
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Although it is true that the physical infrastructure and treatment plants of certain of 

the wastewater districts are separate fiom one another, this should not be determinative in 

setting rates. Other major utilities, including electric utilities (Arizona Public Service and 

Tucson Electric Power), natural gas utilities (Southwest Gas) and telephone utilities 

(CenturyLink), have unified tariff structures across Arizona even though they serve many 

different communities. The same is true for large municipal water and wastewater utilities 

that serve numerous communities within their municipal boundaries (City of Phoenix). 

For example, if APS constructs a large facility in Phoenix or Flagstaff, the costs of these 

facilities, while they may not directly benefit the entire service territory, are spread over 

the entire customer base. This ultimately benefits all customers as infrastructure 

ultimately ages in all areas and must be replaced. As noted above, rate consolidation 

would help address the relative imbalance of district-based capital needs and their relative 

number of customers. Small districts tend to face disproportionally larger rate increases 

due to necessary capital investments recovered over a smaller customer base as compared 

to larger districts with more customers. Rate consolidation would lessen the rate shock 

otherwise associated with capital investments made in small districts. 

Over the next 5 years, EPCOR expects to spend over $9.3 million dollars on regular 

capital improvements for the wastewater operations in Sun City and approximately $4.9 

million in Sun City West to improve lift stations and pumps, and a major force main 

replacement. EPCOR also anticipates spending approximately $5.3 million in capital 

improvements for plant facilities and equipment and membrane replacements over that 

timefiame in the Anthem Wastewater District. Wastewater fiom the Russell Ranch 

subdivision is currently treated at the Russell Ranch Water Reclamation Facility 

(“RFtWRFY’). R R W  is an above-ground prefabricated metal treatment plant which is 

typically designed and constructed to serve as an interim wastewater treatment solution 

until a permanent in-ground concrete and steel regional water reclamation facility can be 

brought into service. The Maricopa Association of Governments Regional Wastewater 

6 
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Master Plan has even identified RRWRF as an interim wastewater solution. RRWRF was 

placed into service in 2004 and currently meets the treatment needs of the existing 

residents. However, RRWRF is already showing normal signs of wear and tear typically 

associated with an above-ground package plant. In order €or EPCOR to provide long term 

wastewater treatment service to the existing and fbture residents of Russell Ranch, 

EPCOR must either invest in extensive repairs and upgrades to RRWRF or invest in an 

alternate solution. Either option will require capital investments in infrastructure beyond 

the day-to-day operations and maintenance expenses currently associated with RRWRF 

that will need to be recovered from customers. Consolidation will smooth the rate impacts 

of these capital expenditures over the entire wastewater customer base. The expenditure 

amounts in each district will likely continue to increase annually over the longer term as 

the existing facilities continue to age. 

As shown in the data provided as part of this filing, there is no question that certain 

districts would benefit in the short term from full consolidation and others would 

experience rate increases. Generally, these differences occur because of the relative size 

of the customer base in different districts or because the facilities that serve customers in 

one district are older and therefore cost less when they were installed many years ago, than 

newer facilities in another district. This, however, provides only a snapshot of the 

situation at this moment in time. Over a period of years, all facilities will need to be 

replaced or upgraded as they wear out or as new regulations come into effect. When these 

new facilities are installed, they will inevitably be more expensive than the ones they 

replace. Over time, districts that have older and less costly plant will see it replaced or 

expanded with newer and more costly plant. For example, in the Mohave Wastewater 

District, the Wishing Well Treatment Plant was expanded in 2008 at a cost of $3.9 million, 

doubling the Company’s investment in plant at a time when there were only 1,200 

customers resulting in an increase in rates of 16%. If all of the wastewater districts had 

been consolidated at that time, the costs could have been spread over all of the company’s 

7 
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53,000 customers instead of the just over the 1,200 customers in the Mohave Wastewater 

District. Without consolidated rates, the burden for these new more costly facilities will 

fall only on the customers in that district, the implication being higher rates and possible 

rate shock. In other words, just because a particular district has lower rates today does not 

mean that those rates will remain low in the fbture. 

In addition, when rate cases must inevitably be filed to address these capital 

improvements and higher costs, the Company will be unified and only one case will need 

to be filed. As such, the costs of processing the rate case will not only be reduced, but the 

individual customer cost will be smaller as they will be spread over the entire customer 

base. 

The Decision also asks the Company to address what would occur if certain large 

improvements were required to serve only a limited area of the Company’s service 

territory. Inevitably, certain districts will require large capital improvements such as the 

replacement of a wastewater treatment facility that may only benefit a limited area within 

a utility’s service territory. It is this type of occurrence which highlights the benefits of 

full consolidation. If consolidation is approved, the cost of this type of improvement 

would be spread over the entire consolidated customer base. As noted above, in the 

Company’s plans to replace a force main that moves wastewater generated only from the 

Sun City West District along Bell Road to the Northwest Valley Regional Wastewater 

Treatment Plant. This project is currently being evaluated but early estimates project the 

cost to be $3 million. Without consolidation this cost would be solely the responsibility of 

the Sun City West customer base but under full consolidation this cost would be spread 

over a much larger customer base. This would lead to smaller rate increases? Similarly, 

just as one area of a consolidated system may need a large improvement one year, another 

area may need a similar or larger improvement a few years or many years later. Over 

Although it is possible to create improbable situations in which one particular community might bear the 

8 
entire cost of an unnecessary improvement, this situation is unlikely. 
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time, all customers benefit from consolidation, as the rate impacts of these improvements 

are not as severe. 

EPCOR also believes that, particularly with regard to wastewater, the geographical 

differences in service territory should not be an impediment to consolidation. It is rarely 

feasible for a large wastewater utility to serve all customers by one treatment plant. For 

example, the City of Phoenix has three wastewater treatment plants for the treatment of its 

citizens’ wastewater. Ultimately, the benefits of a unified, consolidated rate structure 

outweigh any issues presented by consolidating geographically distinct service areas. 

Although cost causation is an important principle in ratemaking, it should not be the only 

determining factor. Taken to an extreme, each communiQ could be required to pay for 

and install treatment plants to treat its wastewater. Under true cost causation, that 

community would bear the entire cost of the improvement. However, this approach 

eliminates the many efficiencies that arise out of h l l  consolidation both operationally and 

administratively. 

A rate structure indicative of the changes that would result from full consolidation 

is set forth in Exhibit 2 to this filing? As set forth in that attachment, the Company is 

proposing a flat usage charge to achieve its authorized revenue requirement. Currently, 

the Company is charging Commission approved rates that include both a base rate and a 

volume component in some districts and a flat rate in others. Under this proposal, there 

would be only a flat rate for all customer classes except for wholesale users and effluent 

customers, and the wastewater rate would not be tied to water usage. In part, this rate 

design avoids confusion among residential customers about wastewater rates being tied to 

usage. The rate structure set forth in Exhibit 2 includes the Company’s proposed revenue 

requirement for its Mohave Wastewater District in the pending rate case in Docket No. 

WS-01303A-14-0010.6 As that proceeding progresses, the Company will update the data 

Given the complexities of consolidating rates for these districts, the Company is continuing to analyze 

Mohave Wastewater customers will also receive the notice proposed as part of this proceeding. 
$is rate structure and may update the rates and customer classes in its initid direct testimony. 
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at appropriate intervals to include current data. Ultimately, a true-up of the rates approved 

in this proceeding will be necessary to incorporate the fmd revenue requirement 

authorized by the Commission for the Mohave Wastewater District in that proceeding. 

b. Further Deconsolidation of Agua Fria Wastewater District 

In response to the Commission’s directive to discuss and provide analysis 

demonstrating the rate impacts of fill deconsolidation of all systems, the Company would 

respond that only its Agua Eria Wastewater District would be a candidate for M e r  

deconsolidation. The further deconsolidation of the Agua Fria Wastewater District 

presents a number of challenging and costly issues. Any further deconsolidation would 

likely occw among Agua Fria Wastewater District’s three sub-areas of Verrado, Russell 

Ranch and Northeast Agua Fria (it?., Corte Bella, Cross River, Dos Rios, and Coldwater 

Ranch areas). Further deconsolidation is clearly challenging as each of the affected parties 

has expressed opinions in prior proceedings. As part of the prior deconsolidation 

proceeding, Corte Bella opposed deconsolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater 

District, asserting that deconsolidation is unjust, unreasonable, and unnecessary. During 

that same proceeding, Russell Ranch stated that it “oppose[d] deconsolidation of the 

Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district, but if deconsolidation is approved, Russell Ranch 

would also like to become its own stand-alone system.” Verrado stated that “because 

deconsolidation would result in customers paying substantially different rates for the same 

service fiom the same utility in the same urban area, the deconsolidation should be 

rejected.” 

Further deconsolidation of the Agua Fria Wastewater District requires a separation 

of the costs of these three sub-areas into separate utility rate bases as all past costs were 

recorded in the Agua Fria Wastewater District’s accounting records and no individual 

componentization was performed. The same is true for revenues and operating costs. 

When plant is constructed, all project costs are typically coded to the appropriate operating 

district along with the NARUC account number. Since the Agua Fria Wastewater District 
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was maintained as a separate operating district for accounting purposes, these capitalized 

charges are only identifiable as Agua Fria Wastewater assets. The same is true for 

operating expenses. This is true of all of the inidividual districts of the Company and for 

other utilities with multiple operating districts. The Agua Fria Wastewater District 

certificates of convenience and necessity (CC&Ns) were granted prior to 200 1. The 

development agreements had terms including contributions and advances with associated 

refunds. In addition, some of the wastewater was treated at the Northwest Valley Water 

Reclamation Facility which requires allocations of the common plant and operating 

expenses. In addition, the original accounting occurred under the ownership of Citizens 

Utilities later sold to American Water and is now under EPCOR’s ownership. The 

accounting has gone through numerous reviews by the Commission Staff over the years 

and has been found to be in compliance with NARUC accounting which is required by the 

Commission. To accurately achieve deconsolidation of these districts, EPCOR estimates 

that it will cost approximately $375,000 to create the internal accounting “break outs” of 

rate base and expenses for Verrado, Russell Ranch, and Northeast Agua Fria. Subject to 

fbture prudency determinations, the additional expenses of this deconsolidation work 

would be borne by the customers as part of a future rate case. Once these accounting 

breakouts of rate base, revenues, and expenses were completed, the rate impacts on the 

residents in each of the impacted communities would need to be determined. 

The process to segregate all of the construction costs and advances and 

contributions related to each sub-area within the Agua Fria Wastewater District could take 

anywhere &om six months to one year due to the magnitude of the number of work orders 

and the number of years of data that are involved. Next, a quantification of the 

contributions of each of the new “mii-districts” to the overall Agua Fria Wastewater 

District’s authorized revenue requirement would need to be performed. In addition, the 

authorized revenue requirement fiom Decision No. 73227 would need to be reconstructed 

to segregate the plant investment and operating expenses associated with the 32% 
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allocated share of the Northwest Valley Water Reclamation Facility. Additionally, the 

impact of the deconsolidation of the sub-area of the Agua Fria Wastewater District that has 

its wastewater treated at the Northwest Valley Water Reclamation Facility would need to 

be assessed along with the Sun City West Wastewater investments and operating expenses 

as those costs would now be apportioned to the Sun City West Wastewater District under a 

scenario of full deconsolidation. 

A high level analysis of the impact of hrther deconsolidation of the Agua Fria 

Wastewater District is set forth in Exhibit 3. 

c. Re-consolidation of Agua Fria/Anthem Wastewater Districts 

The final scenario is the re-consolidation of the Agua Fria and Anthem Wastewater 

Districts. A reconsolidation of these districts would effectively return wastewater rates in 

the reconsolidated district to those approved by the Commission in Decision No. 72047. 

Doing so would increase wastewater rates currently paid by customers in the Anthem 

Wastewater District and reduce the rates currently paid by Agua Fria customers. Average 

residential rates for customers using approximately 7,000 gallons of water are currently 

$106 for Agua Fria customers and $64 for Anthem customers. These average rates will 

increase January 1,2015 to $121 for Agua Fria customers and decrease to $56 for Anthem 

customers. Under the reconsolidation scenario below, average residential customer rates 

for customers using approximately 7,000 gallons would be approximately $75. 

A comparison of the rates for residential customers is set forth in the table below: 

District 

Anthem 

Current 
Monthly 
Usage 
Charge 

$33.28 

$5736 

Current 
Volumetric 
Rate (per 
1000 gallons 
up to 7000 L $6.9782 

allons 

$4.3587 

Usage 

up to 7000) 
I 
$30.00 $3.7500 

Monthly Volumetric 
Charge Rate (per 1000 

gallons up to 

$39.84 $4.9946 

Further analysis of the re-consolidation of these districts is set forth in Exhibit 4. 
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In this proceeding, the Anthem Community Council claims that de-consolidation of 

the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater District was a settled term as approved by the 

Commission in Decision No. 72047 (pg. 84). The language incorporated into the 

Commission’s decision provides as follows: 

Good public policy requires the Commission to correctly assign cost responsibility for 
all ratemaking components in as expeditious a manner as possible, and deconsolidation 
of AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater District is consistent with such action. However, the 
record does not include adequate rate base or operating income information to 
immediately implement stand-alone rate designs for the resulting Anthem Wastewater 
district and Agua Fria Wastewater district at this time. Therefore, we will (i) approve 
the rates adopted herein for AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district as a consolidated 
district on an interim basis, and (ii) order the docket in the instant proceeding to remain 
open for the sole purpose of considering the design and implementation of stand-alone 
revenue requirements and rate designs as agreed to in the settlement reached during the 
Open Mtxtmg for the Anthem Wastewater district and Agua Fria Wastewater district 
as soon as possible. The Company shall file its initial application no later than April 1, 
201 1. 

Ultimately, the language of the settlement, which was incorporated into an amendment7 

and read into the record at the Open Meeting, speaks for itself, as does the language of the 

Commission’s decision in relation to that settlement. 

V. Responses to Customer Complaints 

The Decision also orders the Company to respond to the complaints filed by the 

various customers which prompted this proceeding. As the. Company has noted in its prior 

responses on these issues, it is important to examine these issues in the context of the 

Commission’s prior decisions. To provide historical context for the answers to the 

questions being asked, EPCOR provides a brief summary of the pertinent rate case 

proceedings. This context is important because the questions raised by customers relate to 

existing Commission orders that EPCOR is implementing as required. 

The current rates in the Company’s Agua Fria Wastewater District arose fiom two 

decisions. In Decision No. 72047 (Jan. 6,201 I), the Commission approved a rate 

increase for the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater District. As part of that decision, which 

resulted in part fiom a settlement agreement as discussed above, the Commission left open 

The written terms of the Settlement became Pierce Amendment No. 2. 
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the docket to consider de-consolidation of the AnthendAgua Fria Wastewater District. 

Following an extensive hearing in which multiple parties participated, including the 

Russell Ranch Homeowners Association and the Corte Bella Country Club Association, 

the Commission issued Decision No. 73227 (June 5,2012), which ordered the de- 

consolidation of the AnthendAgua Fria wastewater district into two districts. New rates 

based on this de-consolidation were ordered to be phased-in over three years, with the 

final phase beginning on January 1 , 20 15. As such, EPCOR’s next rate case for these 

districts could not occur until after June 30,2015, which would be the earliest test year end 

date ( ie . ,  six months after the commencement of the last phase of these rates). The de- 

consolidation of these districts and the three year phase-in proposed by the Anthem 

Community Council was supported by the Residential Utilities Consumer Office. Neither 

EPCOR nor Commission Staff took a position regarding de-consolidation. 

With this background and context, EPCOR provides responses to the questions 

relating to wastewater rates discussed in those complaints: 

1. “Why are rates so much higher than the surrounding areas?” 

Historically, rates are determined for each utility district based on several factors. 

The net amount of the utility infrastructure in service, the age and condition of the 

inhtructure, the amount of infiastructure donated (i.e. contributed) by the developer, the 

operating expenses to operate all of the plant facilities, and the number of customers in 

each district are major factors that influence the resulting authorized rates. These factors 

lead to different revenue requirements for each utility district. Additionally, each utility’s 

revenue requirement may be comprised of different components which are from 

Commission-approved regulatory assets that reflect the unique operating environments of 

each entity. Municipal utility rates may be calculated differently than Commission- 

regulated rates and can also be subsidized by other municipal activities such as property 

taxes or sales taxes to keep the utility rates artificially low. In other words, it is not a true 

cost comparison to simply compare municipal and private water utility rates. 
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Once it has been determined how the revenue requirements of one utility differs 

fiom another utility, an examination of the alternative methods of designing rates is 

necessary along with an understanding of the different processes and procedures followed 

in setting rates. Accordingly, a comparison of the differences in the rates is complicated 

and involves a review and examination of many factors. The rate-making process 

generally followed by a regulator (such as the Commission) attempts to ensure that the 

rates approved are fair to both the company and the customers. 

A chart showing rate comparisons is set forth as Exhibit 5. 

2. “Why are customers charged a volume rate based on our water usa e when much 
of the water never goes down the sewer system, but into the ground. .gn 

Wastewater rates are designed to recover the capital costs and operating expenses 

of the wastewater service and often include a volumetric component with a cap, as well as 

a monthly minimum charge. The volumetric component is based on the amount of water 

usage often to provide additional motivation to customers to conserve water and to 

facilitate the recovery on a measurement basis. EPCOR is not aware of any municipality 

using meters to measure residential flows that are put back into the wastewater system. 

Wastewater flow measurement is not very accurate and is costly to install and maintain. 

Water flows subject to a maximum usage cap can provide an affordable way to bill 

wastewater volumes without any additional cost. The cap is typically established based on 

industry experience regarding the quantity of water used within the home and that would 

be collected through a wastewater utility’s collection system for treatment. However, the 

total cost of service must be recovered through the wastewater rates and if a lower cap is 

used, the volumetric charge or fixed charges would need to be increased to ensure that the 

total costs of service are recovered. For example, in the Agua Fria Wastewater District, 

59% of the cost of service is collected through the fixed charge and the remaining 41% is 

collected through the volumetric charge. In the Anthem Wastewater District, 46% of the 

cost of service is collected through the fixed charge while 54% is collected through the 
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volumetric charge. The rate design approved in these districts by the Commission 

includes a volumetric component. As noted above, however, EPCOR’s proposal for full 

consolidation includes a flat rate and does not include a volumetric component for 

residential customers. 

3. “Why are A ua Fria customers charged a higher rate than Sun Ci when they 
both use the a orthwest treatment plant as does Sun City West and $ eoria?” 

Wastewater from Sun City is treated at the Tolleson Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

Wastewater flows from Sun City West and the Northeast Agua Fria customers are treated 

at the Northwest Valley Water Reclamation Facility. Sun City West and Agua Fria share 

the capital and operating costs of the Facility, which have been allocated on the basis of 

the projected residential customers in each area. The total cost of service, however, for 

each district is different (this includes costs related to the Northwest Valley Water 

Reclamation Facility and all other costs), and with the larger number of customers in Sun 

City West, the rates per customer are lower. 

4. “There is no substantial reason for the continued consolidation of Corte Bella, 
Cross River, Dos Nos, and Coldwater Ranch, which is geographically remote and 
physically unconnected to the Agua Fria District.” 

The Agua Fria Wastewater District has approximately 5,700 customers of which 

approximately 2,295 are situated in the Northeast Agua Fria area, which includes Corte 

Bella, Cross River, Dos Rios, and Coldwater Ranch and other areas. Issues relating to the 

further deconsolidation of the Agua Fria Wastewater District are discussed above. As the 

Company has noted, it is the Company’s opinion that based on the facts, M e r  

deconsolidation will do more harm than good for the Agua Fria Wastewater District as a 

whole. The Company continues to support full consolidation to address the concerns 

raised by customers and to achieve equity in the long term. Consolidation increases the 

Company’s ability to respond to environmental and safety mandates more reliably and 

efficiently by providing less duplicative record-keeping requirements which results in 
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higher quality operations. It also increases economic and regulatory eficiency and 

economies of scale that translate into lower costs for customers. 

5. “Consolidation of Code Bella, Cross River, Dos Rios, and Coldwater Ranch in the 
Agua Fria District is inconsistent with cost of service ratemaking principles (who 
uses service pays for service) and contrary to good public policy that requires 
correct assignment of cost responsibilities.” 

Rates for customers are dependent upon the customer base over which these fixed 

costs are spread. Privately-owned watedwastewater companies typically serve customers 

in areas where services were not otherwise available and housing developments were in 

demand. The rates that are charged to the customers in Corte Bella, Cross River, Dos 

Rios, and Coldwater Ranch have been authorized by the Commission and are consistent 

with cost of service ratemaking principles. Unfortunately, with the deconsolidation of the 

Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district, the costs of the Agua Fria Wastewater district 

have a smaller base over which to be spread. Further deconsolidation of the Agua Fria 

Wastewater district to remove Corte Bella, Cross River, Dos Rios, Coldwater Ranch, and 

any other subdivisions located in the northern Agua Fria Wastewater region will only 

M e r  exacerbate this issue. 

6. “Consolidation of Corte Bella, Cross River, Dos Rios, and Coldwater Ranch in the 
Agua Fria District does not result in just and reasonable rates. Corte Bella, Cross 
Rwer, Dos Nos, and Coldwater Ranch does not use, nor can it use, the facilities, 
which resulted in the disparity in rates due to geographical separation, and no 
interconnection facilities.” 

It is correct that these developments do not use all of the facilities that are part of 

the Agua Fria Wastewater District. The same is true for all utilities and the same is true 

with full consolidation. However, as discussed in other sections of this filing, many utility 

company rates are consolidated. For instance, electric and gas utility rates are not 

consolidated on the basis of direct use by customers of generating facilities or source of 

supply or interconnection of facilities and, in fact, are often geographically separate. For 

the deconsolidation portion of this response, the rough calculations yield rates in the 

Verrado area in the range of approximately $12 1 as compared to the area referred to as 
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Northeast Agua Fria (including the communities of Corte Bella, Cross River, Dos Rios, 

and Coldwater Ranch) where the deconsolidated rates would be approximately $1 14, a 

difference of only $7 per month. EPCOR believes that full consolidation will result in just 

and reasonable rates. 

7. Anthem has been deconsolidated. The factors are identical. As a matter of 
fairness, Corte Bella, Cross River, Dos Rios, and Coldwater Ranch must be 
deconsolidated. 

EPCOR respectfilly disagrees that the factors are identical. First, Corte Bella, 

Cross River, Dos Rios, and Coldwater Ranch are not merely seeking to deconsolidate fkom 

Agua Fria Wastewater District. Rather, Corte Bella, Cross River, Dos Rios, and 

Coldwater Ranch are asking to consolidate with Sun City West Wastewater District. 

Second, it is important to note that Anthem Wastewater has approximately 8,800 

customers compared to the 5,700 customers in the Agua Fria Wastewater District (Corte 

Bella, Cross River, Dos Rios, and Coldwater Ranch have even less than the Agua Fria 

Wastewater District at 2,295). 

8. Responses to March 7,2014 Corte Bella Community Letters. 

As noted in the Decision, a second set of letters came from the Corte Bella 

community on March 7,2014. With regard to wastewater, this letter made certain 

statements in relation to deconsolidation of the Agua Fria Wastewater District. The issues 

raised in that letter are primarily position statements by the customers. To the extent 

EPCOR has a response to those statements, they are set forth above as part of this filing. 

9. Response to June 7,2014 Letter. 

Similarly, the Decision notes a June 7,20 14 letter which requests certain revisions 

to the current rate structure, including a deferral of the volume charge until after 10,000 

gallons of usage or a wastewater charge based on 30 percent of the water used. As noted 

above, EPCOR's proposal for full consolidation includes a flat rate for wastewater service 

and no longer proposes a volumetric charge. It is important, however, to note, that any 

rate design changes must achieve the authorized revenue requirement to cover the 
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approved costs. As a result, the type of changes proposed in the June 7* letter would not 

likely change the total bill for a customer, as the rate must still be designed to recover the 

revenue requirement. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 8th day of August, 2014. 

LEWIS ROCA ROTHGERBER LLP 

Michael T. Hallam 
201 E. Washin on Street, Suite 1200 

Attorneys for EPCOR Water Arizona, Inc. 
Phoenix,AZ8 r 004 

ORIGINAT., and thirteen (13) copies 
of the foregoing filed 
this 8th day of August, 2014, with: 

The Arizona Corporation Commission 
Utilities Division - Docket Control 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Copy of the foregoing hand-delivered 
this 8th day of August, 2014, to: 

Steve Olea 
Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Lyn Farmer 
Chief Administrative Law Judge, Hearing Division - 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Janice Alward, Chief Counsel 
LegalD artment 

1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Anzona ee orporation Commission 
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Copy of the foregoing mailed 
this 8th day of August, 2014, to: 

Judith M. Dworkin 
Roxanne S. Gallagher 
SACKS TIERNEY PA 
4250 N. Drinkwater Blvd., Fourth Floor 
Scottsdale, AZ 8525 1-3693 
judith.dworkin@,sackstierney .com 
Attorney for Anthem Community Council 

Daniel W. Pozefsky 
Chief Counsel 
Residential Utility Consumer Office 
11 10 West Washington Street 
Suite 220 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
dpozefskv@,azruco. gov 

Larry Woods 
President 
Property Owners and Residents Assoc. 
13815 E. Camino Del Sol 
Sun City West, AZ 85375-4409 

W.R. Hansen 
12302 W. Swallow Drive 
Sun City West, AZ 85375 

Andrew M. Miller, Town Attorney 
Town of Paradise Valley 
6401 E. Lincoln Drive 
Paradise Valley, AZ 85253 
amiller@,paradisevallevaz. gov 

Lawrence V. Robertson, Jr. 
P.O. Box 1448 
Tubac, AZ 85646- 1448 
tubaclawver6laol. corn 
Attorney for Anthem Community Council 

Robert Metli 
SNELL & WILMER 
One Arizona Center 
100 E. Van Buren Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2202 
jcrockett@,swlaw.com 
rmetli@swlaw.com 
Attorneys for Resorts 

Bradley J. Herrema 
Robert J. Saperstein 
Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP 
21 E. Carrillo St 
Santa Barbara, CA 83101 
BHerrema@BHFS. corn 
RSapersteh@BHFS.com 

Greg Patterson 
Water Utility Association of Arizona 
916 W. Adams, Suite 3 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
m@,azcDa. - org 
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Desi Howe 
Anthem Golf and Country Club 
2708 W. Anthem Club Drive 
Anthem, AZ 85086 
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NormanD. James 
Fennemore Craig, P.C. 
3003 N. Central 
Suite 2600 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 
ni amesk2fclaw.com 
Attorney for DMB White Tank, L.L.P. 

Philip H. Cook 
10122 W. Signal Butte Circle 
Sun City, AZ 85373 

Marshall Magruder 
P.O. Box 1267 
Tubac, AZ 85646 
mmagruder@,earthlink.net 

Gary Verburg, City Attorney 
Daniel L Brown, Assistant City Attorney 
Cynthia Campbell 
Office of the City Attorney 
200 W. Washington, Suite 1300 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 

Pauline A. Harris Henry, President 
Board of Directors 
Russell Ranch Homeowners' Association, 
InC. 
21448 N. 75th Ave., Suite 6 
Glendale, AZ 85308 

Craig A. Marks 
Craig A. Marks, PLC 
10645 N. Tatum Blvd, Suite 200-676 
Phoenix,AZ 85028 

Lynn M. Krupnik 
Ekmark & Ekmark, LLC 
6720 N. Scottsdale Rd, Suite 261 
Scottsdale, AZ 85253 
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Joan S. Burke 
Law Office of Joan S. Burke 
1650 N. First Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 
Joan@<i sburkelaw.com 
Attorney for Mashie, L.L.C. 

Larry D. Woods 
15141 W. Horseman Lane 
Sun City West, AZ 85375 
l q @ ,  - 1woods.com 

Frederick G. Botha 
23024 N. Giovota Drive 
Sun City West, AZ 85375 

Michele L. Van Quathem 
Ryley Carlock & Applewhite 
One N. Central Ave, Suite 1200 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 

Sun City Grand Community Association 
Palm Center 
19726 N. Remington Drive 
Surprise, AZ 85374 

Scottsdale Citizens for Sustainable Water 
7322 E. Cactus Wren Road 
Scottsdale, AZ 85250-4526 

Peter and Rochanee Corpus 
8425 N. 18 1'' Drive 
Waddell, AZ 85355 
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George M. Turner 
President, Board of Directors 
Russell Ranch Homeowners’ Assoc., Inc. 
PO Box 12560 
Glendale, AZ 853 18 

Jason D. Gellrnan 
Roshka, DeWulf & Pattern, PLC 
400 East Van Buren St., Suite 800 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Kenneth Hewitt 
18729 North Palermo Court 
Surprise, AZ 85387 

Mr. Jim Weihman 
The Happy Trails Community Association 
17200 West Bell Road 
Surprise, Arizona 85374 

Ms. Sharon Wolcott 
20 1 17 North Painted Cove Lane 
Surprise, Arizona 85387 

Mr. Owen Dejanovich 
Clearwater Farms Three HOA 
P.O. Box 72 
Waddell, Arizona 85355 

Mr. Stan Mucha 
The Sun Village Community Ass 
17300 North Sun Village Pkwy 
Surprise, Arizona 85374 

ciation 
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Tammy Ryan 
Andy Terrey 
City of Phoenix 
Water Services Department 
200 W. Washington, Suite 1300 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 

Chard R. Kaffer 
Troy Stratmen, Esq. 
Mack Drucker & Watson, PLC 
3200 N. Central Ave., Suite 1200 
Phoenix, AZ 85012 
Thomas and Laurie Decatur 
924 Torridon Court 
Pickerington, Ohio 43 147 

Peggy H. Rahkola 
The Arizona Traditions HOA 
1722 1 North Citrus 
Surprise, AZ 85374 

Mr. Nicholas Mascia 
The Surprise Farms I11 Community Assn. 
1600 West Broadway Road, Suite 200 
Tempe, Arizona 85282 

Mr: William B Lipscomb 
Kingswood Parke Community Association 
14976 West Bottletree Avenue 
Surprise, Arizona 85374 

Mr. Kevin Chiariello 
Greer Ranch South HOA 
16074 West Christy 
Surprise, Arizona 85379 
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EXHIBIT 1 



PUBLIC NOTICE TO ALL WASTEWATER CUSTOMERS OF EPCOR WATER 
ARIZONA, INC. OF A HEARING ON RATE 

CONSOLIDATION/DECONSOLIDATION PROPOSALS FOR POSSIBLE RATE 
CHANGES FOR UTILITY SERVICE IN ALL OF ITS ARIZONA WASTEWATER 

DISTRICTS. 
DOCKET NOS. W-01303A-09-0343 AND SW-01303A-09-0343 

Summarv 
In Decision No. 74588, the Arizona Corporation Commission ordered EPCOR Water Arizona, Inc. (the 
“Company”) to provide information relating to the rate impacts of consolidation and deconsolidation of the 
Company’s wastewater districts. As ordered by the Commission, the Company made that filing on August 8, 
2014, in the above-referenced dockets. To allow for the consideration of revenue neutral 
consolidatioddeconsolidation of the Company’s wastewater districts only, prior Commission decisions have 
been re-opened pursuant to A.R.S 540-252 and a hearing will be held to address the parties’ proposals. A 
decision in this matter may impact the rates of every wastewater customer of the Company - either as an 
increase or decrease. The Commission will determine the appropriate relief to be granted (if any) based on the 
evidence presented by the parties. The Commission is not bound by the proposals made by Commission Staff, 
the Company, or any of the intervenors. 

Rate Consolidation/Deconsolidation 
Currently, the Company’s rates are unique for each of its Arizona wastewater districts and the existing rates 
reflect the differing cost to serve each geographic area. Alternatively, rate consolidation is the process of 
combining two or more districts for the purpose of averaging the differing rates into a single rate for comparable 
customers (i.e., residential customers). Therefore, under consolidation, instead of charging a different rate to 
customers in different wastewater districts, all comparable customers would pay the same rate.. Deconsolidation 
would potentially create additional wastewater districts based on additional geographic areas of service and 
rates would be set based on the cost to serve that specific area. 

How You Can View or Obtain a CODV of the Companv’s August 8,2014 Filing 
Copies of the Commission-ordered filing made by the Company are available from EPCOR Water Arizona, 
Inc., 2355 W. Pinnacle Peak Road, Suite 300, Phoenix, AZ 85027, on the Company’s website at 
www.epcor.com and at the Commission’s Docket Control Center, 1200 W. Washington Street, Phoenix, 
Arizona, for public inspection during regular business hours and on the internet via the Commission’s website 
(wWW.azcc.gov) using the ehcket  function. 

Arizona CorDoration Commission Public .Hearing Information 
As part of this proceeding, the Company’s direct testimony will be due ,2014. Responsive 
testimony of the intervenors, including Commission Staff, will be due ,2014. The Commission will 
hold a hearing on this matter beginning 2014, at 1O:OO a.m. in Hearing Room No. 
Commission’s offices, 1200 W. Washington Street, Phoenix, Arizona, 85007. 

at the 

An interested person may participate in this matter by (1) providing written or oral public comment; or (2) filing 
for intervention and becoming a formal party to the proceeding. 

How to Make Public Comment 
Oral public comments will be taken on the first day of the hearing. Written public comments may be submitted 
by mailing a letter referencing Docket Nos. W-01303A-09-0343 and SW-01303A-09-0343 to Arizona 
Corporation Commission, Consumer Services, 1200 W. Washington Street, Phoenix, Arizona 85007. You may 
also file written comments electronically by going to the following link. 
http://www.azcc.gov/DivisionsAJtilities/forms/PublicCommentForm20 1 3PDFEmail.pdf 
If you require assistance, you may contact the Commission’s Consumer Services Section at 602-542-4251 or 1- 
800-222-7000. 

If you do not intervene, you will receive no further notice of the proceedings in this docket. However, all 
documents fded in this docket are available online (usually within 24 hours after docketing) at the 

4816263-12165945.1 

http://www.epcor.com
http://www.azcc.gov/DivisionsAJtilities/forms/PublicCommentForm20


Commission’s website www.azcc.gov using the eDocket function, located at the bottom of the website 
homepage. RSS feeds are also available through eDocket. 

About Intervention 
You do not need to intervene if you want to appear at the hearing and provide public comment, or if you want to 
file written comments in the record of the case. 

Any person or entity entitled by law to intervene and having a direct and substantial interest in the matter will 
be permitted to intervene. The granting of intervention entitles a parly to present sworn evidence at hearing and 
to cross examine other parties’ witnesses. If you wish to intervene, you must file an original and 13 copies of 
a written motion to intervene with the Commission’s Docket Control Center no later than .2014, 
and send a copy of the motion to the Company or its counsel and to all parties of record. Contact 
infomation for the Company and parties of m r d  may be obtained using the Commission’s eDocket Function 
referencing Docket No. W-01303A-09-0343 or SW-01303A-09-0343. 

Your motion to intervene must contain the following: 
1. Your name, address and telephone number, and the name, address and telephone number of any person upon 
whom service of documents is to be made, if not yourself; 
2. A short statement of your interest in the proceeding (e.g., a customer of the Company, a shareholder of the 
Company, etc.); and 
3. A statement certifying that you have mailed a copy of the motion to intervene to the Company or its counsel 
and to all parties of record in the case. 

The &ranting of motions to intervene is governed by A.A.C. R14-3-105, except that all motions to intervene 
must be filed on or before ,2014. For a sample intervention request form, go to 
http://www.azcc.gov/divisions/utiliies/FORMS/interven.pdf. All parties must comply with Arizona Supreme 
Court Rules 3 1 and 38 and A.RS. 9 40-243 with respect to the practice of law. 

If you do intervene, and wish to present direct testimony and associated exhibits at the hearing, you must, 
on or before ,2014: (1) reduce your direct testimony and associated exhibits to writing, (2) file the 
original and 13 copies with the Commission’s Docket Control Center by 4:OO p.m., and (3) mail a copy to 
each party. 

ADA/Eaual Access Information 
The Commission does not discriminate on the basis of disability in admission to its public meetings. Persons 
with a disability may request a reasonable accommodation such as a sign language interpreter, as well as request 
this document in an alternative format, by contacting the ADA Coordinator, Shaylin Bemal, email 
SAbemal@azcc.gov, voice phone number 602-542-393 1. Requests should be made as early as possible to allow 
time to arrange the accommodation. 

48 16263-121 65945.1 
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IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF 

ARIZONA CORPORATION, FOR A 
DETERMINATION OF THE CURRENT FAIR 
VALUE OF ITS UTILITY PLANT AND 
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OPINION AND ORDER 
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Mr. Bradley J. Herrema, BROWNSTEIN HYATT 
FARBER SCHRECK, LLP, on behalf of Anthem Golf 
and Country Club; 

Ms. Michele L. Van Quathem, RYLEY CARLOCK & 
APPLEWHITE, PC, on behalf of Verrado Community 
Association, Inc. and DMB White Tank, LLC; 

Mr. Jason D. Gellman, ROSHKA DEWULF & 
PATTEN, PLC, and Mr. Troy B. Stratman, MACK 
DRUCKER & WATSON, PLC, on behalf of Corte 
Bella Country Club Association, Inc.; 

Mr. George Turner, President, Board of Directors, on 
behalf of Russell Ranch Homeowners Association, he.; 

Ms. Cynthia S. Campbell, OFFICE OF THE CITY 
ATTORNEY, on behalf of the City of Phoenix; 

Mr. Daniel W. Pozefsky, Chief Counsel, and Ms. 
Michelle L. Wood, Staff Attorney, on behalf of the 
Residential Utility Consumer Office; 

Ms. Maureen A. Scott, Senior Staff Counsel, Ms. Robin 
Mitchell and Mr. Scott Hesla, Staff Attorneys, Legal 
Division, on behalf of the Utilities Division of the 
Arizona Corporation Commission. 

BY THE COMMISSION: 

INTRODUCTION 

A. Procedural History 

1. Decision No. 72047 

On July 2, 2009, Arizona-American Water Company’ (“Company”) filed with the Arizona 

Corporation Commission ((LComission”) an application for rate increases for its Anthem Water 

District, Sun City Water District, Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater District, Sun City Wastewater 

District, and Sun City West Wastewater District.2 

Intervention in this matter was granted to the Residential Utility Consumer Office 

(“RUCO”); Anthem Community Council (“Anthem”); Sun City West Property Owners and Residents 

Association (“PORA”); W.R. Hansen; the Water Utility Association of Arizona (“WUAA”); the 

On February 1,2012, Arizona-American Water Company was acquired by EPCOR Water (USA). The acquisition was 
approved by Commission Decision No. 72668 (November 17, 2011). Both Arizona-American Water Company and 
EPCOR Water (USA) will be referred to herein as “Company.” ‘ In addition to the districts affected by Decision No. 72047, the Company operates eight additional water and wastewater 
districts located in the State of Arizona. 

I 
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Zamelback Inn, Sanctuary on Camelback Mountain, the Intercontinental Montelucia Resort and Spa, 

md the Scottsdale Cottonwoods Resort and Suites (collectively the “Resorts”); the Town of Paradise 

qalley; the Anthem Golf and Country Club; Marshall Magruder; DMB White Tank, LLC (“DMB”); 

vlashie, LLC dba Corte Bella Golf Club; Larry D. Woods; and Philip H. Cook. 

On January 6, 201 1, the Commission issued Decision No. 72047 in these dockets. An issue 

:onsidered in the rate case proceeding was whether to deconsolidate the Anthem-Agua Fria 

Wastewater district into two new separate districts: an Anthem Wastewater district, and an Agua Fria 

Wastewater district. Decision No. 72047 left this docket open for the sole purpose of considering the 

iesign and implementation of stand-alone revenue requirements and rate designs for separate Anthem 

Wastewater and Agua Fria Wastewater districts as agreed to in the settlement reached by the 

Zompany, Anthem, RUCO and the Commission’s Utilities Division (“Staff”) during the Open 

vleeting at which Decision No. 72047 was considered. 

Decision No. 72047 states as follows: 

Good public policy requires the Commission to correctly assign cost responsibility 
for all ratemaking components in as expeditious a manner as possible, and 
deconsolidation of AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater District is consistent with such 
action. However, the record does not include adequate rate base or operating income 
information to immediately implement stand-alone rate designs for the resulting 
Anthem Wastewater district and Agua Fria Wastewater district at this time, 
Therefore, we will (i) approve the rates adopted herein for AnthedAgua Fria 
Wastewater district as a consolidated district on an interim basis, and (ii) order the 
docket in the instant proceeding to remain open for the sole purpose of considering 
the design and implementation of stand-alone revenue requirements and rate designs 
as agreed to in the settlement reached during the Open Meeting for the Anthem 
Wastewater district and Agua Fria Wastewater district as soon as possible. The 
Company shall file its initial application no later than April 1,201 1. 

Decision No. 72047 approved an overall rate increase of 53.98 percent for all residential 

xstomers in the Company’s Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district, and made those rates interim, 

subject to change pursuant to a Commission determination on the Company’s April 1,201 1 filing.3 

Decision No. 72047 ordered as follows: 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the docket in this proceeding shall remain open for the sole 

purpose of considering the design and implementation of stand-alone revenue requirements and rate 
designs as agreed to in the settlement reached during the Open Meeting for the Anthem Wastewater 
district and Agua Fria Wastewater district. 

IT IS FURTKER ORDERED that Arizona-American Water Company shall file, no later than 
April 1, 2011, an application supporting consideration of stand-alone revenue requirements and rate 
designs as set forth in the Agreement reached during the Open Meeting for the Anthem Wastewater 
district and Agua Fria Wastewater district. 

3 73227 DECISION NO. 
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2. Compliance Application 

On April 1,201 1, the Company complied with Decision No. 72047 by filing its Compliance 

Application to Support Consideration of Stand-Alone Revenue Requirements and Rate Designs for 

the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater District (“Compliance Application”). The filing included direct 

testimony and exhibits concerning separate revenue requirements and separate rate designs for two 

new Anthem Wastewater and Agua Fria Wastewater districts on a stand-alone basis, using the 

Zombined revenue authorizations in Decision No. 72047. 

On April 27,201 1, following a procedural conference at which parties discussed publio notice 

issues and the timing of discovery and pre-filing testimony, a Procedural Order was issued setting a 

hearing schedule and associated compliance deadlines, including public notice, for a hearing on the 

Compliance Application. 

3. Notice of the Compliance Apulication and New Interventions 

The Company provided a copy of the required notice of the Compliance Application and 

hearing by First-class U.S. Mail to each of its customers in the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater 

district, and to each of the homeowners’ associations located in the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater 

district. Following the notice, the Commission granted new intervention in this proceeding on the 

Compliance Application to: Verrado Community Association, Inc. (“Verrado”), Corte Bella Country 

Club Association, Inc. (“Corte Bella”), the Russell Ranch Homeowners’ Association, Inc. (“Russell 

Ranch”), Frederick G. Botha, and the City of Phoenix (“Phoenix”). 

4. Public Comment and Hearing 

A public comment hearing on the Compliance Application was held at the Commission’s 

offices on October 17, 20 1 1. Members of the public appeared and provided comments. Comments 

were received both in favor of, and in opposition to, deconsolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria 

Wastewater districts. 

The parties prefiled the testimony of their witnesses, and an evidentiary hearing on the 

~~ 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the rates approved herein for the AnthedAgua Fria 
Wastewater district are interim rates subject to change pursuant to a Commission determination on the 
above-ardered filing. 
Decision No. 72047 at 121. 

.. - 
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Zompliance Application was held before a duly authorized Administrative Law Judge of the 

Clommission commencing on November 14, 201 1, and concluding on November 17, 201 1. 

4ppearances were entered through counsel for the Company, Anthem, Corte Bella, Verrado, DMB, 

?hoenix, RUCO and Staff. Russell Ranch appeared through its representative Mr. George Turner. 

The parties presented evidence through witnesses and were provided an opportunity to cross-examine 

witnesses. 

Following the filing of Initial Post-Hearing Briefs and Post-Hearing Reply Briefs, the matter 

was taken under advisement pending the submission of a Recommended Opinion and Order for the 

Commission’s consideration. 

B. Areas Affected by this Proceeding 

The evidence in this proceeding brought to light the fact that the territory of the Anthem-Agua 

Fria Wastewater district is actually comprised of not simply two non-contiguous service areas served 

by two separate wastewater systems, an “Anthem Wastewater service area” and an “Agua Fria 

Wastewater service area,” but instead of four non-contiguous service areas served by separate 

wastewater  system^.^ The four non-contiguous service areas of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater 

iistrict include a service area in which intervenors Anthem and Anthem Golf and Country Club are 

located (adjacent to northern Phoenix); a service area in which intervenors Verrado and DMB are 

located (to the southwest of Phoenix, in Buckeye); a service area in which intervenor Russell Ranch 

is located (near the City of Litchfield Park); and the Northeast Agua Fria service area that includes 

intervenor Corte Bella (west of Anthem, near the City of Surprise).’ Testimony in this proceeding 

indicates that wastewater from the Northeast Agua Fria area, including Coldwater Ranch, Cross 

River, and Corte Bella, is treated by the Northwest Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility 

(“Northwest Valley Plant”), that also treats wastewater from the Company’s Sun City West 

Wastewater district, which district is not involved in this case.6 

‘ Hearing Exhibit A-1, Direct Testimony of Company witness Sandra L. Murrey, at 5 ;  Hearing Transcript (“Tr.”) at 108- 
109; Hearing Exhibit S-3. 

‘ Tr. at 108. See also Decision No. 72047, which states: 
See, e.gTr. at 108-109; Hearing Exhibit S-3. 

The Northwest Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility (“Northwest Valley”) treats wastewater 
flows from both the AnthemIAgua Fria Wastewater district and the Sun City West wastewater district. 
In Decision No. 70209 (March 20, 2008), the Company was ordered to allocate 68 percent of the 

5 DECISION NO. 73227 
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Testimony of a Company witness described how the Verrado, Russell Ranch, and Northeast 

4gua Fria service areas became part of the current Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater di~trict .~ The 

witness testified that the district was first formed in 1998, when the Certificate of Convenience and 

Necessity (“CC&N”) was granted to a subsidiary of Citizens Utilities Company, Citizens Water 

Services Company of Arizona (“Citizens Water Services”) pursuant to Commission Decision No. 

60975 (June 19, 1998). Initial rates were set at that time based on projections. Decision No. 64307 

Pecember 28, 2001) approved extension of the Citizens Water Services wastewater CC&N to 

include the Verrado service area, and authorized Citizens Water Services to charge the same rates 

charged for Anthem wastewater service, with the addition of a new hook-up fee that would be 

applicable only to Verrado customers. Arizona-American Water Company acquired Citizens Utilities 

Company on January 15, 2002. Decision No. 64746 (April 17, 2002) approved the application, 

which had been filed by Citizens Water Services, for extension of the CC&N to include the Russell 

Ranch Service area, with the Company name change to Arizona-American Water Company. On 

August 20,2002, Arizona-American Water Company filed an application requesting the extension of 

the CC&N to include the Northeast Agua Fria service area. In that application, the entire district was 

referred to for the first time as the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district. That application was 

approved in Decision No. 65757 (March 20,2003). 

At the hearing, Staff provided a Hearing Exhibit consisting of two maps depicting the location 

of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district and the Agua Fria Water district, in relation to the 

Company’s Sun City Water and Wastewater districts, its Sun City West Water and Wastewater 

districts, and the Anthem Water district.’ For ease of reference, a copy of that Hearing Exhibit is 

reproduced as Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

No evidence was presented in this case on the rate effects of deconsolidating all four of the 

Northwest Valley plant costs to the Sun City West Wastewater district. Decision No. 70372 (June 13, 
2008) ordered the allocation of 32 percent of the Northwest Valley plant costs to the AnthedAgua Fria 
Wastewater district. 
Decision No. 72047 at 18. 

Decision No. 72047 adopted Staff’s recommendation, supported by the Company and RUCO, but with which Anthem 
disagreed, to change the allocation of the Northwest Valley Plant to the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district from 32 
yercent to 28 percent. Decision No. 72047 at 19-20. 

* Hearing Exhibit S-3. 
Hearing Exhibit A-lat 3-6. 
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existing service areas in the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district.’ 

C. Effect of Deconsolidation 

According to the Company and Staffs calculations, not disputed by any party, 

deconsolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district into two separate districts would result 

in an average Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district residential customer located in the Anthem 

service area experiencing a decrease of 24.80 percent fiom the rates implemented on January 1,201 1 

pursuant to Decision No. 72047,’’ and an average Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district residential 

customer located in the three remaining service areas experiencing an increase of 62.98 percent over 

the January 1, 201 1, implemented rates. l1 As compared with test year rates, deconsolidation of the 

Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district would result in an average Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater 

district residential customer located in the area serving Anthem experiencing an increase of 7.92 

percent over test year rates,I2 and an average Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district residential 

customer located in the three areas that serve Corte Bella, Russell Ranch, Verrado and DMB 

experiencing an increase of 133.90 percent over test year rates.13 

Anthem is proposing that the Commission phase in the transition of deconsolidated revenues 

in annual steps over three years, with no overall change to revenue levels to the Company, with the 

Step 3 rates equal to those arrived at by Staff and the C~rnpany.’~ 

D. Summary of Positions of the Participating Parties 

1. Company 

The Company takes no position concerning whether the Commission should deconsolide.: the 

Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district. l5 The Compliance Application included schedules for 

separate districts in the event of deconsolidation. In the event of deconsolidation of the Anthem- 

See Tr. at 542-43, 605-606. Decision No. 72047 did not order the Company to file deconsolidation information for all 
four systems, and no party requested that the Company provide such information. 
lo Hearing Exhibit A-2, Schedule GW-6;  Hearing Exhibit S-1, Direct Testimony of Staff witness Gerald W. Becker, at 
6-7. 

Hearing Exhibit A-2, Schedule GWB-8; Hearing Exhibit S-1 at 7. 
Hearing Exhibit A-2, Schedule GWB-2; Hearing Exhibit S-1 at 6. 

l3 Hearing Exhibit A-2, Schedule GWB-4; Hearing Exhibit S-1 at 7. 
See Hearing Exhibit Anthem-2 1 (Proposed Wastewater Rates). 

l5 Company Initial Post-Hearing Brief (“Co. Br.”) at 3; Company Post-Hearing Reply Closing Brief (To. Reply Br.”) at 
4. 

14 
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Agua Fria Wastewater district, however, the Company ultimately adopted the deconsolidated rate 

design schedules prepared by Staff.I6 

In its Compliance Application, the Company requested that the Commission reconsider 

whether, in the event of deconsolidation, the winter-average rate design adopted in Decision No. 

72047 is appropriate, or whether the additional rate design change would overly confuse  customer^.'^ 
In its Initial Post-Hearing Brief, however, the Company stated that because the winter season had 

already begun, and residential customers had already been notified of the coming rate design change 

to become effective June 2012, it was no longer requesting that implementation of the winter-average 

rate design be postponed.’* 

The Company is opposed to expanding the scope of this proceeding to address the issues 

raised by Phoenix and Russell Ranch, and requests that this docket be permanently closed following a 

Commission determination regarding whether to deconsolidate the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater 

district.” 

2. Anthem 

Anthem has intervened in this case on behalf of over 8,800 customers of the Company.2o 

Anthem is in favor of immediate deconsolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district, and 

argues that the purpose of this proceeding is to determine how, and not whether, to deconsolidate the 

district?l Anthem asserts that the current consolidation is contrary to good public policy and unfair 

to Anthem customers.22 Anthem proposes a three-step revenue and rate transition plan to be 

implemented over a period of three years as presented in the testimony of Anthem’s witness.23 Under 

the Anthem proposal, annual adjustments of approximately $800,000 would be made progressively 

increasing the rates of Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district customers not in the Anthem service 

area while reducing the rates of Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district customers in the Anthem 

~ -~ ~ 

l6 Co. Br. at 2, citing to Tr. at 48-50 and Hearing Exhibit A-2. 
” Co. Br. at 3, citing to Hearing Exhibit A-lat 12. ’* Co. Br. at 3. 
l9 Co. Reply Br. at 4. *’ Hearing Exhibit Anthem-1, Direct Testimony of Anthem witness Dan L. Neidlinger, at 2. *’ Anthem Initial Post-Hearing Brief (“Anthem Br.”) at 1-6; Anthem Reply Br. at 1-2,4-8. 
22 Anthem Br. at 10. 
23 Id. at 9, citing to Hearing Exhibit Anthem-1, Direct Testimony of Dan L. Neidlinger, at 5. 
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service area.24 Anthem contends that there is no substantial reason for the continued consolidation of 

*‘these two geographically remote and physically unconnected wastewater  district^,"^^ and urges 

rejection of the Agua Fria intervenors’ legal arguments and conclusions and immediate 

deconsolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district.26 

3. Anthem Golf and Cowtry Club 

The Anthem Golf and Country Club takes no position on deconsolidation, deferring to the 

Commission’s discretion as to whether deconsolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district 

should be ordered in this ~ a s e . 2 ~  The Anthem Golf and Country Club supports the positions of DMB 

and Staff that the effluent rate set in Decision No. 72047 should remain unchanged whether or not the 

Commission orders deconsolidation and the adoption of stand-alone rates.28 

4. Verrado 

Verrado is a non-profit corporation that serves approximately 5,892 residents located in the 

new community of Verrado located near the White Tank Mountains in Buckeye, Arizona.29 Verrado 

asks that the Commission take no action at this time to deconsolidate the Anthem-Agua Fria 

Wastewater distri~t.~’ Verrado disagrees with Anthem that the Commission agreed to deconsolidate 

the district in Decision No. 72047.31 Verrado states that due to the change made at the prior Open 

Meeting in this case, Agua Fria area customers are now faced with a potential 133.90 increase in 

wastewater rates rather than the potential 8 1.8 percent increase originally noticed before rates were 

determined in Decision No. 72047.32 

Verrado agrees with Staff that the Commission may consider factors in addition to cost of 

service in determining if the charges in the deconsolidated rate design scenario are just and 

reasonable.33 Verrado argues that from the customers’ perspective, apart from the quantity of 

24 Anthem Br. at 9. 
“Id.  at 20. 
26 Anthem Reply Br. at 4. 
27 Hearing Exhibit Anthem CC- 1 Direct Testimony of Anthem Golf and Country Club witness Desi Howe at 4. 
28 Id. 
29 Hearing Exhibit V-1 Direct Testimony of Verrado witness Melinda Gulick, President of Verrado Community 
Association, Inc., at 4. 
30 Verrado Initid Post-Hearing Brief (“Verrado Br.”) at 1-3. 
31 Verrado Post-Hearing Reply Brief (“Verrado Reply Br.”) at 4. 
32 Verrado Br. at 2. 
33 Id. at 3 citing to Tr. at 42,277-278. 
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wastewater a customer generates, each customer in the district is receiving identical service from the 

Zompany, and is now paying the same, approximately $67 per month, but that if deconsolidation is 

granted, even with the phase-in proposal, at the end of three years, Anthem customers would pay only 

ibout $52 per month, with Agua Fria customers paying about $108 per month, for the same service.34 

Verrado contends that because deconsolidation would result in customers paying substantially 

iifferent rates for the same service from the same utility in the same urban area, the deconsolidation 

should be reje~ted.~’ Verrado urges that if the Commission is inclined to deconsolidate, it should do 

50 only in a future rate case where Agua Fria residents have sufficient notice of the impact to their 

-ates prior to the determination of the Company’s revenue requirement, and have the opportunity to 

present evidence regarding whether the three Agua Fria systems should also be deconsolidated, or 

perhaps joined with other Company systems such as Sun City West.36 

Verrado contends that the rate shock to the customers that would be created by 

jeconsolidation would not be adequately mitigated by Anthem’s proposed revenue transition phase- 

in, which would continually and substantially increase rates over a three-year period.37 Verrado 

mntends that now that the Commission has evidence regarding the rate changes that would result 

From the proposed deconsolidation, it is clear that the proposed rates, even with Anthem’s revenue 

transition phase-in proposal, are not just and reasonable for Agua Fria customers.38 

5. DMB 

DMB asks that the Commission reject deconsolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater 

district, for the reasons cited by V e r r a d ~ . ~ ~  DMB also agrees with Staff that the Commission may 

consider factors in addition to cost of service in determining if the charges in the deconsolidated rate 

design scenario are just and reas~nable.~’ 

DMB requests that in the event deconsolidation is ordered, the Commission make no changes 

to the effluent rate established in Decision No. 72047, for the reasons urged by DMB and other 

34 Verrado Br. at 9, citing to Hearing Exhibit Anthem-2 1. 
35 Verrado Br. at 9. 
“Id.  at 3. 
37 Id. at 2. 
38 Verrado Reply Br. at 5. 
39 DMB Initial Post-Hearing Brief (“DMJ3 Br.”) at 1-2. 

Id. at 2, citing to Tr. at 42,211-218. 
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parties in the earlier phase of this proceeding, and for the reasons cited in Decision No. 72047, 

including that the rate level of $250 per acre-foot encourages the use of effluent for turf irrigation!' 

DMB points out that no party is proposing to change the established effluent rate4' 

6. Corte Bella 

Corte Bella is an age-restricted community, developed by Pulte, that is completely built out 

and contains approximately 1,650 single family homes."3 Corte Bella contends that Corte Bella 

residents, as well as other customers located in the three service areas of the Anthem-Agua Fria 

Wastewater district apart fiom Anthem, have been unfairly thrust into this proceeding because of the 

last-minute settlement agreement between Anthem, RUCO, Staff and the Company at the December 

2010 Open Meeting.44 Corte Bella is opposed to deconsolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria 

Wastewater district, asserting that deconsolidation is unjust, unreasonable, and unneces~ary.~~ Corte 

Bella requests that the Commission maintain the rates implemented pursuant to Decision No. 

72047.46 Corte Bella argues that the purpose of this proceeding on the Compliance Application was 

to consider, and not to "blindly" implement, the proposed deconsolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria 

Wastewater district, and that based on the evidence now in the record, the Commission should deny 

the proposed decon~olidation!~ 

7. Russell Ranch 

Russell Ranch is a homeowners association serving a community that includes a total of 321 

custom lots, with 213 built lots and 108 vacant lots.48 Russell Ranch opposes deconsolidation of the 

Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district, but if deconsolidation is approved, Russell Ranch would also 

like to become its own stand-alone system. Russell Ranch argues that it would be "unduly 

prejudiced and grossly neglected" if Anthem is allowed to have stand-alone rates without also 

allowing Russell Ranch to have stand-alone rates!9 Russell Ranch argues that if the proposed 

DMB Br. at 1-3, citing to Decision No. 72047 at 80-81. 41 

42 DMB Br. at 3. 
43 Hearing Exhibit CB-1, Direct Testimony of Cork Bella witness Robert Rials, at 8.  

45 Corte Bella Initial Post-Hearing Brief ("Corte Bella Br.") at 2, 17. 
46 Id. 
" Corte Bella Reply Br. at 3,4. 

Corte Bella Post-Hearing Reply Brief ("Corte Bella Reply Br.") at 2. 

Russell Ranch Initial Post-Hearing Brief ("Russell Ranch Br.") at 3. 
49 Id. 
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deconsolidation is approved, which would remove Anthem customers from the Anthem- Agua Fria 

Wastewater district, the 213-customer Russell Ranch service area would be subsidizing the cost of 

service to the other Agua Fria service areas to a greater extent than it currently does.50 

Russell Ranch contends that an initial lack of understanding of the true geographical 

composition of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district, in conjunction with the fact that the 

Company uses only two business accounting units for the district to track costs, implied that 

deconsolidation would involve only two geologically separated service areas, in which one service 

area was subsidizing the costs of mother? Russell Ranch states that this misconception, which was 

held by RUCO when its direct testimony was could not be further fkom the truth, as the 

district is clearly comprised of four geologically separated service areas.53 

Russell Ranch also raised an issue regarding the Company’s tracking of hook-up fees 

collected from the three Agua Fria service areas pursuant to Decision No. 64746.54 Russell Ranch 

did not request any relief in regard to this issue, but stated that the hook-up fee reporting 

requirements set in Decision No. 64746 justified establishing a separate business unit for the Russell 

Ranch service area.55 

8. Phoenix 

Phoenix did not take a position on deconsolidati~n.~~ However, Phoenix requested that if the 

Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district remains intact, that the Commission re-examine the 

wastewater rate applicable to Phoenix.57 

9. RUCO 

RUCO believes that deconsolidation is in the public interest subject to adoption of Anthem’s 

50 Russell Ranch Br. at 5. 
5’ Id. at 5-6,8. 
j2 Id. at 6 ,  citing to Hearing Exhibit R-1, Direct Testimony of RUCO witness William A. Rigsby, at 5, and Tr. at 501-502. 
53 Russell Ranch Br. at 5-6, 8. 
54 Id. at 8 .  Testimony by a Company witness at the hearing established that there were no remaining hook-up fee funds to 
deposit in separate interest bearing accounts. Tr. at 220,223-224. 
55 Russell Ranch Br. at 9. The Company responded that there is no business reason or justification to expend funds to 
maintain a separate business unit to separately track expenses and revenues for such a small service area. Co. Reply Br. at 
4, citing to Tr. at 213. ’‘ Phoenix Initial Post-Hearing Brief (“Phoenix Br.”) at 2. 
”Id. at 6;  Phoenix Post-Hearing Reply Brief (“Phoenix Reply Br.”) at 2. 
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?base-in proposal.58 RUCO states that it can only support deconsolidation if an appropriate rate 

nitigation proposal is appro~ed.’~ 

10. staff 

Staff made no recommendation in this proceeding regarding deconsolidation or the Anthem 

phase-in proposal. 

Staff noted on brief that the parties favoring consolidation argued that rates should be set on 

mst of service.60 Staff also noted that witnesses for those parties acknowledged that the Commission 

loes not look solely at cost of service when setting rates,6l and that there are other factors that can be 

mnsidered when setting rates, such as affordability and gradualism.62 Staff hrther noted that the 

Zompany’s witness testified that the Commission does not look solely at cost of service when setting 

rates,63 and that the Commission has stated that cost of service studies are simply “tools” for 

zstablishing revenue requirement per customer class.64 

With respect to the Company’s filing, Staff agreed with the allocation of revenues in the 

Company’s deconsolidated schedules, but proposed a different rate design,65 which the Company 

mxpted.66 Staff requests that if the Commission elects to order deconsolidation, that it adopt Staffs 

leconsolidation rate design, which includes no change to the effluent rate established in Decision No. 

72047.67 

DISCUSSION 

A. Decision No. 72047 Agreement by the Company, Anthem, RUCO and Staff 

During the Open Meeting at which the Commission considered the rate application anr 

’* RUCO Initial Post-Hearing Brief (“RUCO Br.”) at 2. 
r9 Id. at 4. 
’O Staff Initial Closing Brief (“Staff Br.”) at 3. 

j2 Staff Br. at 3, citing to Tr, at 522-23. 
j3 Staff Br. at 3, citing to Tr. at 277. 

Id., citing to Tr. at 340. 

Staff Br. at 3, citing to Decision No. 60172 (May 7, 1997) at 40,43-44. Decision No. 60172 states: 54 

In general, cost of service studies are tools that help determine cost causation by customer class, and 
what the appropriate revenue requirement for each customer class should be. Other considerations such 
as rate stability, fairness, conservation, etc. also are important when designing rates. 
Decision No. 60 172 at 40. 

j5 Hearing Exhibit S-1, Direct Testimony of Staff Witness Gerald W. Becker at 7; Hearing Exhibit S-2, Surrebuttal 
restimony of Staff Witness Gerald W. Becker, at Schedule GWB-6. 
jg Co. Br. at 2, citing to Tr. at 48-50 and Hearing Exhibit A-2. 
57 Staff Br. at 4. 
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idopted Decision No. 72047, the Company, Anthem, RUCO and Staff met during a recess fiom the 

>pen Meeting to discuss possible resolution to a phase-in proposal for Anthem district rates and other 

ssues, and reached an agreement.68 The Commission found that the agreement was reasonable and 

ippropriately balanced the interest of ratepayers and shareholders, and adopted it. 

Anthem argues that deconsolidation was the quid pro quo for Anthem’s acquiescence with 

espect to the ratemaking recognition of the disputed refund payments Arizona-American Water 

Zompany made to the developer P ~ l t e . ~ ~  Anthem asserts that the Commission envisioned 

Leconsolidation as the ultimate regulatory result, and only intended the instant proceeding to be used 

o compile the necessary information to accomplish decons~lidation.~~ Anthem states that the 

’ The agreement was set forth in Decision No. 72047 as follows: 
Phase-in: 
Three year phase-in of revenue requirement based on the 2007 and 2008 Pulte refund 
payments for both water and wastewater (as set forth in item 2). 
As compared to the authorized revenues in the Recommended Opinion and Ordery Anthem 
Water district revenues are reduced by a total of $2.342 million as follows: 
a. 
b. 
C. 

There is no recovery of the carrying costs associated with the reduced revenues. 
There is no recovery of the foregone reduced revenues. 
The 2007 and 2008 Pulte refunds are included in rate base in the overall authorized revenue 
requirement in the Recommended Opinion and Order. 
The 2012 and 2013 revenue increases associated with the phase-in are implemented 
automatically effective January 1 of each year without further Commission action. 
Other Matters 
The overall revenue requirement is based on a 6.70 percent rate of return (as per Mayes 
Proposed Amendment #1) 
Initiation of AnthendAgua Fria Deconsolidation proceeding (as per Pierce Amendment # 1) 
a. 
The AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district winter average residential sewer rate is not 
implemented until June 1,2012. Prior to June 1 2012, the Company’s existing rate design for 
this tariff shall continue, but be increased based on the percentage increase in the authorized 
revenue requirement. 
Add language to Exhibit A of Recommended Opinion and Order to reflect, “Each residential 
customer will be billed based on that customer’s average water usage for the months of 
January, February, and March.” 
Support Hearing Division Amendment #2. 
This will be full and complete resolution of the 2007 and 2008 Pulte rehnds and there is no 
need for further Commission proceedings on this issue. 
As contemplated in the Recommended Opinion and Order, the parties agree the new rates are 
effective January 1,2011. 
The Company will immediately file supporting schedules. 

In 20 1 1 the revenue requirement is reduced $1.56 1 million. 
In 2012 the revenue requirement is reduced $0.781 million. 
In 2013 revenues equal the authorized revenues. 

Company to file initial application no later than April 11,201 1. 

Decision No. 72047 at 44-45. ’’ Anthem Br. at 4. 
‘O Id. at 6, citing Decision No. 72047 at 84. 

14 DECISION NO. 7 3 2 7  



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

. .- 

DOCKET NO. W-O1303A-09-0343 ET AL. 

Commission now has that information, and contends that it would be unfair to now deny 

consolidation and prevent Anthem from realizing its settlement objective, which was approved by the 

i om mission.^^ 
Verrado argues that contrary to Anthem’s assertions, the Commission did not agree to 

deconsolidate the district in Decision No. 72047, but that the Commission did not have in front of it 

the information necessary to determine whether the resulting rates for the proposed deconsolidated 

systems would be just and rea~onable.~~ Corte Bella agrees with Verrado that the record does not 

support Anthem’s interpretation of the language in Decision No. 72047,73 asserting that the 

Commission did not “blindly” approve deconsolidation, and that the language in Decision No. 72047 

evidences that the Commission wished to consider the effects of con~olidation.~~ Corte Bella states 

that even if Anthem’s interpretation of Decision No. 72047 is correct, there are serious due process 

issues, because Corte Bella customers, as well as other Agua Fria customers, were not a party to the 

settlement agreement reached at the Open Meeting, and had no notice of the resulting rate increase 

until four months after Decision No. 72047 was docketed.75 Corte Bella contends that based on the 

evidence now in the record, deconsolidation should not be approved.76 

Verrado asserts that now that evidence regarding the rate changes that would result fi-om the 

proposed deconsolidation are before the Commission, it is clear that the proposed deconsolidated 

rates, even with Anthem’s revenue transition phase-in proposal, are not just and reasonable for Agua 

Fria c~storners .~~ Verrado asserts that “quid pro quo” is not an appropriate standard for a 

determination on the issue of consolidation, and that Anthem’s quid pro quo argument is in effect an 

argument that it agreed to the last-minute settlement agreement only because it thought it could push 

off a significant amount of the rate increase to other customers in the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater 

Verrado states that Agua Fria residents certainly did not agree to such “quid pro 

’I Anthem Br. at 6. ’’ Verrado Reply Br. at 4. 
73 Cork Bella Reply Br. at 3, citing to Decision No. 72047 at 84. 
J4 Id. 
” Corte Bella Reply Br. at 3. 
“Id.  at 4. 
” V e d o  Reply Br. at 5. ’’ Id. at 4. 
’9 Id. 
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B. Cost of Service/Public Policy 

Anthem contends that continued consolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district 

s inconsistent with cost of service ratemaking principles and is contrary to good public policy.8o 

9nthem argues that cost of service principles fairly dictate that those who use utility services should 

3ay for them,8’ that cost of service is the single most important criterion in the development of fair 

md reasonable revenues and related rates for a regulated utility,82 and that cost of service is the “very 

:ssence of rate design.7783 Anthem asserts that the current rates for the Anthem-Agua Fria 

Wastewater district are not based on cost of service and do not “correctly assign cost responsibility 

br all ratemaking components.7784 Anthem states that under current rates, on a stand-alone basis, the 

4nthem service area of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district would provide the Company a rate 

if return on rate base of approximately 12.5 percent, and the combined Agua Fria service areas 

would provide a slightly negative return on rate base.85 

RUCO argues that separate rates for separate systems respect the principle of traditional cost 

3f service ratemaking and ensure that those who use utility services pay for them, and that only when 

3olicies in support of rate consolidation outweigh the principle of cost of service ratemaking should 

ates be consolidated.86 RUCO states that in the phase of this case leading to Decision No. 72047, 

RUCO opposed rate consolidation, and that RUCO then cited among its reasons for opposing 

mnsolidation bad timing due to recent rate increases in the prior rate case for some of the districts, 

ratepayer resistance to large initial cost shifts, and lack of rate stability.87 RUCO states that while this 

case presents the issue of whether to deconsolidate an already-consolidated district, RUCO believes 

the analysis for deconsolidation is the same as for consolidation of separate districts.88 

Russell Ranch argues that it meets the same “cost of service” argument posed by Anthem and 

its justification to deconsolidate, and that preferential treatment cannot be given to one party when 

Anthem Br. at 4. *’ Anthem Reply Br. at 10. 
B2 Anthem Br. at 6, citing to Hearing Exhibit Anthem-1, Direct Testimony of Anthem witness Dan. L. Neidlinger, at 2. 
83 Anthem Br. at 6, citing to Tr. at 566-567 (Redirect Examination of RUCO witness William A. Rigsby). 
84 Anthem Br. at 6-7 and Anthem Reply Br. at 10, citing to Decision No. 72047 at 84. ’’ Anthem Br. at 7, citing to Tr. at 289 (Direct Examination of Anthem witness Dan L. Neidlinger). 
86 RUCO Br. at 2. 
” Id, at 2-3, citing to Decision No. 72047 at 74-75. 
** RUCO Br. at 2-3. 
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the same logic applies across the board.89 

Verrado and Corte Bella both note that although Anthem has proposed deconsolidation in this 

case, Anthem earlier supported full consolidation of the Company’s systems, and cited benefits of 

rate consolidati~n.~~ 

Corte Bella acknowledges that full consolidation of all the Company’s districts remains 

controversial, but states that the facts and circumstances of this case, where the district has already 

been consolidated for 10 years, are remarkably different from situations in which consolidation of 

stand-alone districts is being considered.” Corte Bella points out that despite RUCO’s stated strong 

belief of basing rates on cost of service, RUCO did not advocate for deconsolidation of the district 

despite numerous opportunities to do so: not in the earlier phase of this rate case, prior to entering 

the Open Meeting settlement agreement; not in the prior rate case involving the Anthem-Agua Fria 

Wastewater district in 2002, which resulted in Decision No. 67093 (June 30, 2004); and not in the 

prior rate case involving the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district in 2006, which resulted in 

Decision No. 73072.92 Corte Bella argues that after the district has remained consolidated for over 10 

years with no party opposing the district’s constitution, neither Anthem nor RUCO can show why 

deconsolidation is now just and reas~nable.’~ Corte Bella contends that deconsolidation at this point 

in time in the name of adherence to a cost of service approach would be unfair to Corte Bella 

residents, especially in light of the fact that Corte Bella did not have the benefit of evaluating other 

factors that would affect their bills in the rate pr~ceeding.~~ 

Verrado recalls that in RUCO’s analysis in the prior phase of this case regarding the issue of 

consolidation, RUCO’s witness testified that a favorable consolidation proposal is one “that has the 

least detrimental effect to the systems that are picking up costs for other systems at the initial stage of 

consolidation. Over time, rates are stabilized and increases are minimized by spreading the costs of 

89 Russell Ranch Br. at 3. 
9o Cork Bella Br. at 9 and Verrado Br. at 10-1 1, citing to Decision No. 74027 at 67-68. 
91 Corte Bella Br. at 7. 
92 Id. at 6, citing to Tr. at 514-15 and 578-79. 
93 Cork Bella Br. at 6-7. 
94 Id. at 6. 
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all systems . . .".95 Verrado states that in this present proceeding, because the systems are already 

consolidated, RUCO's stated concern about the differences in cost at the initial stage of consolidation 

does not exist, and that the continued consolidation of the district will promote the rate stabilization 

to which RUCO's witness referred for all customers, over time.96 

Corte Bella cites several reasons why Anthem and RUCO's reliance on cost of service 

arguments to support deconsolidation of Anthem fiom the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district is 

~roblematic.~' Corte Bella states that all parties agree that cost of service is not the only factor 

considered when setting rates, pointing to the testimony of a Company witness who testified that 

some kind of balance must be established, because taken to an extreme, cost of service arguments 

would come down to every customer being in its own class.98 Corte Bella states that Staff has 

consistently argued the importance of considering other factors such as gradualism and affordability 

when establishing rates,99 that RUCO acknowledged those factors and its support for conservation- 

oriented rates that are not based on cost of service,'00 and that even Anthem acknowledges the need 

to use judgment to temper any result of cost of service.'" Corte Bella also points out that there has 

been no cost of service study done to justifl the deconsolidated rate designs, despite the existence of 

the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district for 10 years.*'* 

Corte Bella argues that deconsolidation of the Anthem service area from the remaining Agua 

Fria service area in this proceeding would deny the Agua Fria customers the opportunity to have rates 

established on cost of service, because this proceeding does not provide Corte Bella an opportunity to 

combine the Northeast Agua Fria and Sun City West service areas into one district, despite the fact 

that Corte Bella's service area (the Northeast Agua Fria service area) shares the Northwest Valley 

Plant with the Sun City West Wastewater distri~t.''~ Corte Bella states that if deconsolidation is 

95 Verrado Reply Br. at 2, citing to citing to May 3, 2010, Direct Rate DesigdRate Consolidation Testimony of RUCO 
witness Jodi Jerich (Exh.R-14) at 8-12. 
% Verrado Reply Br. at 2-3, citing to Hearing Exhibit V-2, Direct Testimony of Verrado witness Kent Simer, at 7-8. 
97 Corte Bella Br. at 11-14. 

99 Id, citing to Tr. at 592. 
loo Id, citing to Tr. at 522-24. 
lo' Id, citing to Tr. at 299,325. 
IO2 Corte Belfa Br. at 13. 
IO3 Id. at 13-14. 

Id. at 12, citing to Tr. at 277 (Company witness). 98 
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approved in this proceeding, Corte Bella residents would be paying over three times the amount that 

Sun City West residents pay for wastewater service.'04 Corte Bella states that RUCO's witness 

agreed that it is inconsistent with the cost of service approach to not combine the Northeast Agua Fria 

service area where Corte Bella is located with the Sun City West Wastewater district service area, 

since both areas are served by the same wastewater treatment facility,'05 and Anthem's witness also 

testified that such a combination would make more sense than the current combination of service 

areas. 106 

Verrado asserts that if the Commission gives Anthem's cost of service arguments the 

overriding weight that Anthem urges, the Commission will likely be asked to deconsolidate one or 

more of the remaining three service areas within the current Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district 

on the basis of cost of ~ervice."~ Verrado states that whether or not different service areas are 

physically connected or share common costs, physically separate service areas will never have 

identical costs over time."' Verrado and Corte Bella both warn of a likely "domino effect'' of 

deconsolidation based on cost of service, encouraging customers of other districts to seek 

deconsolidation based on one point in time when it is to their immediate advantage to do so.'O9 

C. Subsidization/ Shared Infrastructure 

Anthem argues that deconsolidation is appropriate because the wastewater inf?astructure 

system serving the Anthem service area serves only Anthem service area customers, and is neither 

physically connected nor geographically close to any of the treatment facilities used by the Company 

to serve other Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district customers.'10 Anthem states that based on the 

Compliance Application schedules, on a deconsolidated basis, over $2.4 million of the $13.3 million 

in authorized revenues for the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district would be transferred from the 

Anthem service area customers to Agua Fria service area customers,"' and that part of this subsidy 

IO4 Id. 
'Os Corte Bella Br. at 14, citing to Tr. at 53 1-34. 
lo6 Id, citing to Tr. at 330-31. 
lo7 Verrado Br. at 7-8. 

Id. at 8. 
Id; Corte Bella Br. at 15-16, citing to Tr. at 194-95. 
Anthem Br. at 8. 
Id. at 7, citing to Hearing Exhibit Anthem-1 at 4. 

I10 
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furnishes a return on the Northwest Valley Plant, which Anthem service area customers do not use.112 

Anthem asserts that requiring ratepayers in the Anthem service area to continue providing this 

subsidy to other ratepayers in the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district would be unfair and 

unrea~onable."~ Anthem states that if deconsolidation is denied, the subsidization is likely to 

continue, because the projected costs for carrying out the Company's projected five year capital 

improvement plan for the Agua Fria Wastewater service areas are higher than the projected costs for 

carrying out the projected five-year capital improvement plan for the Anthem wastewater system.' l4 

Anthem contends that lower rates, gradualism, and affordability for Agua Fria customers are being 

financed by Anthem's subsidy, and that any increased costs of deconsolidation are insubstantial in 

comparison to the $2.4 million subsidy currently burdening Anthem.'I5 

In response to the position of Corte Bella that deconsolidation is unjust to Corte Bella 

residents, Anthem responds that a substantial portion of the rate increase associated with 

deconsolidation is occasioned by the $1.9 million revenue requirement allocated to the Northwest 

Valley Plant, which provides service to Corte Bella but not to Anthem.'I6 Anthem claims that Corte 

Bella is "seeking justification for someone else to bear wastewater costs of service properly 

attributable to Corte Bella."117 Anthem points out that on a deconsolidated basis, the service areas in 

the remainder of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district would be responsible for all of the 

Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district-allocated revenue for the Northwest Valley Plant. 

Anthem states that it recognizes that considerations other than cost can be considered, but 

argues that many of the benefits traditionally associated with consolidated districts have already been 

achieved, because the Company already operates on a consolidated basis,'19 and that the subsidization 

present in current rates is of a magnitude too great to be ignored.12' Anthem argues that the fact that 

the district has been consolidated for over ten years is irrelevant, and does not bar the Commission 

'12 Anthem Br. at 8. 

'I4 Anthem Reply Br. at 15, citing to Hearing Exhibit Anthem-10. 
11' Anthem Reply Br. at 11. 
'I6 Id. at 4. 

11* Anthem Br. at 8. 
'I9 Anthem R e p l y  Br. at 11, citing to Tr. at 208. 
IZo Anthem Br. at 7. 

Id. at 4. 

117 Id. 
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from reviewing and modifying prior Decisions.’21 Anthem believes that the fact that the Agua Fria 

area has not developed as was projected ten years ago, when the Anthem system’s existing rate 

structure was applied to the new development, makes it now appropriate to deconsolidate the 

district.122 Anthem does not believe that consolidation is imminent,’23 and disagrees with 

intervenors’ arguments that approving deconsolidation at this time will make future consolidation of 

the Company’s districts more difficult in the future, citing to the testimony of a Company witness 

who opined that because consolidation is so difficult to achieve, deconsolidation is unlikely to make 

it any more d i f f i c ~ l t . ’ ~ ~  

RUCO argues that the deconsolidated figures presented in the Compliance Application reveal 

that ratepayers in Anthem have been subsidizing the customers in the other service areas of the 

Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district.’25 RUCO also contends that it is critical to its analysis of the 

deconsolidation issue that the Anthem wastewater system shares no infrastructure with, and is located 

several miles away fiom, the other wastewater systems in the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater 

district.’26 RUCO contends that there is no evidence in the record to explain why the “two 

wastewater systems” were consolidated in the first place, and that had the district not been 

consolidated when the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district CC&N was issued, customer rates 

would have more closely reflected the Company’s actual cost of service and ratepayers would have 

had a better idea of what they could expect to pay for wastewater services when they bought 

homes.’27 

In its Reply Brief, the Company clarified two of RUCO’s statements on brief. First, the 

Company points out that in regard to RUCO’s statement that the deconsolidated figures in the 

Compliance Application reveal that “Anthem ratepayers have been subsidizing Agua Fria 

customers,”128 RUCO’s statement is true only since January 1, 201 1, when new rates became 

12’ Anthem Reply Br. at 5-6, 15. ”’ Id. at 6. 
123 Id. at 15, citing to Tr. at 323. 
124 Id. at 9, citing to Tr. at 199. 

RUCO Br. at 3-4. 
126 Id. 

RUCO Br. at 3. 
12’ Co. Reply Br. at 3. 
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Sective, based on a 2008 test year. The Company explains that, as displayed in the Compliance 

4pplication, both of the potential deconsolidated districts required a rate increase from prior existing 

rates, and therefore, Anthem ratepayers could not have been subsidizing other service area ratepayers, 

xcause the rates previous to 201 1 were inadequate to recover Anthem’s own cost of service.’29 The 

Company also states that there is no evidence fiom years prior to 2008 that supports either the view 

.hat Anthem ratepayers have been subsidizing Agua Fria ratepayers, or a contrary view that Agua 

Fria ratepayers have been subsidizing Anthem  ratepayer^.'^' 

The Company also points out that contrary to RUCO’s statement that “there is no evidence in 

the record to explain why the two wastewater systems were consolidated in the first place,” the 

Company’s witness Ms. Murrey filed three and one half pages of testimony concerning why the four 

systems were c~nsolidated.’~’ 

Corte Bella states that if deconsolidation is approved, the outcome will be a partially 

Zonsolidated district that contains three separate wastewater systems that are not physically connected 

in any way, which is the very situation of partial consolidation that Anthem advocates against for 

itself, and which goes against the strict cost of service principles advocated by Anthem and RUC0.’32 

Russell Ranch asserts that RUCO’s support for the Anthem deconsolidation lacks merit and 

credibility due to its admitted flawed interpretations and its failure to validate the cost of service for 

the individual Agua Fria service areas.133 Russell Ranch states that RUCO’s witness acknowledged 

that the deconsolidated rates RUCO is recommending do not represent the cost of service to those 

mmmunities, and that there may be cross-subsidization between the three service areas.134 Russell 

Ranch contends that it is irresponsible for RUCO, as a consumer advocate, to establish a policy 

position in support of the Anthem deconsolidation in the absence of a full knowledge of the Anthem- 

Agua Fria Wastewater district’s composition and a complete understanding of the impact on all 

service areas, communities and ratepayers within the Russell Ranch and Verrado both 
~ 

Id. 
130 Id. 
13’ Co. Reply Br. at 4, citing to Hearing Exhibit A-I at 3-6. 
13* Cork Bella Br. at 15; Corte Bella Reply Br. at 6. 
133 Russell Ranch Br. at 7. 
134 Id, citing to Tr. at 543-544. 
13’ Id, citing to Tr. at 543-544. 
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point out that the direct testimony of RUCO’s witness in this hearing indicated an early 

misunderstanding of the physical layout of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district, and that the 

witness admitted at the hearing he did not understand at the time he drafted his direct testimony that 

the Agua Fria portion of the district included three physically separate wastewater infrastructure 

systems.’36 RUCO chose not to file a Reply Brief in response to the criticisms of its analysis and 

recommendations in this case.137 

Verrado states that although the parties to this proceeding focused a great deal on the lack of 

physical connection between the four service areas in the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district, it is 

important to note that all four service areas are connected in other significant ways, in that they are all 

within the Phoenix metropolitan area, and they share significant costs, including labor costs and 

service company costs.’38 Verrado points out that given the distances between all four service areas 

in the current district, RUCO’s heavy reliance on the physical separation and cost of service 

differences between only one of four separate systems is arbitrary.I3’ Verrado states that the 

Commission and parties to the cases in which the new rates were established for the Anthem-Agua 

Fria Wastewater district have been reviewed repeatedly, in prior Commission Decision Nos. 69671, 

63455,68854, and 67015 (CC&N extension Decisions), and in Decision Nos. 67093 and 73072 (rate 

case Decisions), and the consolidated status of the district was not an issue.’40 Verrado and Corte 

Bella each argue that this prior ratemalung treatment of the consolidated district is well-established, 

and consistent with the Commission’s more recent focus on encouraging con~olidat ion.~~~ 

Verrado asserts that ratemaking principles should be applied in a manner that avoids rate 

volatility, and that in considering cost of service principles in the context of consolidation 

determinations, a longer view should be taken than data fi-om one test year, in order to consider what 

136 Russell Ranch Br. at 6; Vemdo Reply Br. at 3, citing to Hearing Exhibit R-1 at 5 and Tr. at 501-503. 
13’ See RUCO’s Notice of Filing docketed February 7,2012. 
13* Verrado Br. at 11, citing to Tr. at 196-198. 
13’ Verrado Br. at 3-4. 
‘40 Id. at 7. 
14’ Corte Bella Br. at 5-6; Verrado Br. at 7 and Cork Bella Br. at 7-9, citing to Decision No. 71410 (December 8,2009) at 
51. Corte Bella also pointed to the Commission’s recent Decision No. 71845 (August 25, 2010), which consolidated 
Arizona Water Company’s Lakeside and Overgaard systems and its Casa Grande Coolidge and Stanfield systems, where 
the Commission stated that partial consolidation moved toward the possibility of a hture single-tariff pricing structure 
without the substantial rate impacts of consolidation being accomplished all at once. 
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s likely to happen over time.’42 Corte Bella asserts that Anthem’s position in favor of 

ieconsolidation at this time is shortsighted, because the current subsidy is temporary.143 Verrado and 

2orte Bella point out that while Anthem argues that it is “subsidizing” other Anthem-Agua Fria 

Wastewater district customers now, that over time, as the built-out Anthem service area infrastructure 

lges and the Agua Fna service areas grow, the tables will likely turn and the Anthem customers will 

)e “subsidized” by the other Anthem-Agua Fna Wastewater district customers in the future, as the 

4gua Fria service areas customer base continues to increase, with “subsidization” passing back and 

brth as infrastructure replacements become necessary over time in different service areas.’44 Corte 

Bella states that the current subsidy will likely zero out, and even shift in favor of the Anthem service 

uea over time, as Anthem’s witness a~knowledged.’~~ Verrado and Corte Bella both argue that 

lespite periodic “subsidies” from service area to service area, over the long term, all customers in a 

mnsolidated district should enjoy more stable rates with the ability to spread new costs over a larger 

xistoma base. 146 

Corte Bella points out that despite Anthem’s claims to the contrary, consolidation remains an 

3pen issue following Decision No. 72047.’47 Verrado states that Decision No. 72047 rejected a full 

zonsolidation for the Company due to the large disparity in rates among the Company’s districts, and 

Because not all of the Company’s districts were being considered, ordered the Company to develop a 

mnsolidation proposal in a future rate application which includes all of its systems.’48 Verrado 

rtsserts that deconsolidation in this proceeding will worsen the rate disparity problem noted in 

Decision No. 72047, and for that reason it would be better to defer a decision on the proposed 

deconsolidation until that future rate case.’49 Corte Bella contends that just as the large disparity in 

rates was too great an impediment to support full consolidation in Decision No. 72047, the large 

disparity that would result if deconsolidation is approved is also an insurmountable impediment to 

14’ Verrado Br. at 10. 
‘43 Corte Bella Reply Br. at 5. 

Verrado Br. at 10; Corte Bella Br. at 4. 
Corte Bella Reply Br. at 4, citing to Tr. at 303-304. ’* Verrado Br. at 10, citing to Hearing Exhibit V-2 at 11; Corte Bella Br. at 5. 

14’ Cork Bella Br. at 1 1. 
14’ Verrado Br. at 11 ,  citing Decision No. 72047 at 84-85, 123. 
149 Verrado Br. at 9-10. 
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deconsolidation in this proceeding. 150 

D. Anthem Revenue Transition Phase-in Proposal 

Anthem states that it is sensitive to the concerns expressed by intervenors in this proceeding 

regarding the significant transfer of revenue responsibility from Anthem service area customers to 

customers in the remaining service areas in the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district.’51 Anthem 

states that it is for this reason that Anthem has agreed to phase in the revenue transition to 

deconsolidation over a three year period.’52 Anthem also states that because Anthem is willing to pay 

more over the three-year period in order to allow for smoother implementation of deconsolidated 

rates, the Commission should not deny deconsolidation simply because there would be some 

resulting rate shock to Agua Fria ratepayers.153 Under the Anthem phase-in proposal, annual 

adjustments of approximately $800,000 would be made progressively decreasing the rates of 

Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district customers in the Anthem service area while correspondingly 

increasing the rates of Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district customers not in the Anthem service 

area.’54 Under Anthem’s phase-in proposal, adjustments would be made to the revenue levels 

authorized in Decision No. 72047, with no overall change to revenue levels to the Company.155 At 

the end of three years, the final rate impacts of the phase-in on customers would be those proposed by 

the Company and Staff in the event of deconsolidation. 

RUCO states that it shares the concerns of the intervenors regarding the potential rate shock 

that will result if deconsolidation is approved, and that it can only support deconsolidation if a rate 

mitigation proposal is a p p r 0 ~ e d . I ~ ~  RUCO asserts that Anthem’s phase-in plan is fair and appropriate 

for this case, and that it is a generous plan fkom the standpoint of Anthem ratepayers. 157 

Corte Bella states that it is undisputed that deconsolidation would result in rate shock; 

characterizes the approximately $60 increase in average monthly wastewater rates from 2010 rates 

Corte Bella Br. at 10. 
151 Anthem Br. at 8-9; Anthem Reply Br. at 20. 
”* Anthem Br. at 9. 

Anthem Reply Br. at 20. 
Anthem Br. at 9. 
Id. 
RUCO Br. at 4. 
Id. at 4-5. 

154 
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that would result under the proposed deconsolidation plan for customers in the Agua Fria service 

areas as “astonishing;” and argues that it is unfair to those customers to deconsolidate the district at 

this time.’58 

Verrado contends that rate shock will result if the rates proposed for a stand-alone Agua Fria 

Wastewater district are implemented, and Anthem’s proposed phase-in is only a mitigation of that 

rate  hock.''^ Russell Ranch states that one becomes desensitized to the meaning of the term rate 

shock because it has been discussed so much over the duration of this case, but since the formation of 

the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district in 1998, the accumulated rate increase for the three Agua 

Fria service areas, if Anthem is allowed to deconsolidate, would be in excess of 3 16 percent.l6O Corte 

Bella characterizes the Anthem phase-in plan as “death by a thousand cuts,” and Verrado and Corte 

Bella both point out that the Anthem phase-in proposal would apply only to the additional rate 

increase in excess of the 54 percent increase already granted for the district in Decision No. 72O47.l6l 

Verrado and Corte Bella also point out that in pending Docket No. W-1303A-10-0448, Agua Fria 

Water district customers are also facing an increase in their water rates.’62 Verrado states that the 

Agua Fria Water district customers expect an increase of 63.22 percent by the third year of the phase- 

in under the parties’ settlement agreement that is being considered in that docket. 163 Verrado believes 

the Commission should consider the potential additional impact of the pending water rate case 

increase on Agua Fria customers when making a determination on deconsolidation in this case.’64 

E. Notice to Customers of the Potential Increase 

Corte Bella states that Agua Fria customers were not put on notice of the proposed 

deconsolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district, and the resulting 133.90 percent rate 

increase, until the Company filed the Compliance Application, four months after Decision No. 72047 

Corte Bella Br. at 2,5;  Corte Bella Reply Br. at 6. 
lS9 Verrado Br. at 5 ,  citing to Hearing Exhibit V-l at 8-9 and Hearing Exhibit CB-1, Direct Testimony of Cork Bella 
witness Robert Rials, at 9-10. 

Russell Ranch Br. at 3. 
Corte Bella Br. at 3-4; Verrado Br. at 5 ,  citing to Tr. at 315. 
Corte Bella Br. at 3; Verrado Br. at 6. 
Vemdo Br. at 6, citing to Settlement Agreement docketed December 15, 201 1, in Docket No. WS-O1303A-10-0448, 

Verrado Br. at 6, citing to Tr. at 3 10. 
Ex. Settlement H-4 (Step 3). 
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was d0~keted.I~~ Corte Bella notes that, as Anthem's witness acknowledged at the hearing, there 

were determinations made in the proceeding leading to Decision No. 72047 that will now have a 

Feat impact if deconsolidation takes place.166 

Verrado states that at the inception of this rate case, the Company published 'notice of a 

jotential 81.8 percent rate increase over test year revenues, and notes that public comments in this 

:ase and in Docket No. W-01303A-10-0448 indicate that some customers believe they did not 

-eceive the required notice of the rate increase request, or were confused about whether they were 

ncluded in the affected  district^.'^^ Verrado states that Agua Fria customers were not notified until 

ifter Decision No. 72047 was issued, and after the Company submitted the Compliance Application, 

hat they could instead be facing the increase of approximately 134 percent over test year rates that 

would result from deconsolidation, which constitutes an approximately 53 percent greater rate impact 

:han was originally noticed.'68 Verrado points out that because the rate base and revenue requirement 

were already determined in Decision No. 72047, Agua Fria customers in this compliance proceeding 

io longer have the ability to reopen those  determination^.'^^ Verrado states that it is too late now to 

a o w  whether the substantial difference in the noticed rate impact would have caused Agua Fria 

:ustomers to have become more involved earlier in the main rate case, but that they became 

substantially involved when they were notified after Decision No. 72047 of the potential for the 

133.90 percent overall increase.I7' Verrado states that Agua Fria customers were not represented in 

:he Open Meeting settlement negotiations that led to this proceeding, and for this reason, Verrado 

:equests that the determination on potential deconsolidation be delayed until a fbture rate case where 

Agua Fria residents are assured of having a full opportunity to investigate the reasons for the 

significant cost of service in the Agua Fria areas.17' 

Anthem argues that the fact that the Agua Fria intervenors were not represented in the 

previous phase of this rate case and in the settlement discussions is a direct result of their own 

Corte Bella Br. at 3. (Corte Bella states that the rate increase would be 139.7 percent.) 
' 6 ~  Corte Bella Br. at 3-4, citing to Tr. at 318-19. 
167 Verrado Br. at 4. 

Id, 
Verrado Br. at 5. 
Id. at 4-5. 

169 

17' Id. at 5 .  
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respective choices not to parti~ipate,’~~ and that Anthem ratepayers should not now be required to 

wait until a future rate proceeding for deconsolidation to Anthem contends that delaying 

reconsideration of deconsolidation until a fbture rate case is not warranted, because it would not 

provide the Agua Fria intervenors any meaningfbl opportunity that they have not already been 

3ff0rded,’~~ and that despite the intervenors’ participation in this proceeding, the only solution they 

suggest is that Anthem continue to subsidize them.175 

F. Phoenix OWU Rate 

On June 23,201 1,  Phoenix docketed a filing titled “Motion to Intervene and Notice of Errors 

in Exhibit ‘A’ to Decision No. 72047.” Attached to the filing were the direct testimonies of Andy 

Terrey and Tammy Ryan. The Motion indicated that Phoenix wished to intervene in the proceeding 

on the Compliance Application. 

On July 5,  2005, a Procedural Order was issued granting intervention to Phoenix. The 

Procedural Order noted that Phoenix did not intervene in, and was not a party to, the proceeding that 

resulted in Decision No. 72047, but that in addition to requesting intervention in the proceeding on 

the Compliance Application, Phoenix’s June 23,201 1 Motion made a further request as follows: 

Phoenix requests that the Commission set a limited rehearing [of Decision No. 720471 
for the sole purpose to clarify pages ii, iv and vi to “Exhibit A” to set out a Wholesale 
Potable Water Rate of $2.32 per one thousand gallons delivered and a Wheeling Water 
Rate of $0.30 / Kgal delivered unless Arizona American can support a change in either 
rate by submitting an analysis to Phoenix of the actual costs paid or incurred by 
Arizona American with respect to providing the respective services under the Anthem 
Wholesale WatedWastewata Service Agreement. 

The Procedural Order noted that the Commission had not acted on the above-quoted request, and that 

Rehearing of Decision No. 72047 has not been granted. 

On October 1 1 , 201 1, Phoenix filed the surrebuttal testimonies of its witnesses Allen Eneboe, 

Andy Terrey and Denise Olson. On October 18,201 1, Phoenix filed an additional copy of Exhibit A 

to the surrebuttal testimony of its witness Denise Olsen. 

On October 20,201 1, Anthem filed a Motion to Exclude Issue from Hearing. On October 25, 
~ 

”* Anthem Reply Br. at 16-18, citing to Tr. at 415 (DMB was an intervenor in the previous hearing and did not 
participate in the Open Meeting settlement discussions.) 
173 Anthem Reply Br. at 19. 
174 Id. at 18. 
17’ ~ d .  at 18-19. 

28 DECISION NO. 73227 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DOCKET NO. W-O1303A-09-0343 ET AL. 

201 1, Verrado filed a Joinder in Anthem’s Motion to Exclude Issue fiom Hearing. On November 3, 

201 1,  Phoenix filed its Response to Motion to Exclude Issue from Hearing. 

At the November 7, 2011 prehearing conference, Anthem’s Motion to Exclude Issue fiom 

Hearing was discussed. ARer hearing argument fiom the parties, the Motion was denied, with the 

caveats that this proceeding would not be a rehearing of Decision No. 72047, that the overall revenue 

requirement determined in Decision No. 72047 will not change in this proceeding, and that the issues 

in this proceeding are limited to the schedules filed in the Compliance Application. With those 

caveats, it was ruled that Phoenix would be allowed to participate in the hearing and present factual 

cvidence and legal argument to support its position in regard to the schedules filed by the Company 

in the Compliance Application. Phoenix was reminded, and recognized on the record, that the 

Commission had not granted its request to reopen Decision No. 72047, and that if it wished to pursue 

its request as stated in its intervention request to reopen Decision No. 72047, that it would need to 

pursue that request separately, and not in this proceeding. 

Phoenix participated in the Compliance Application hearing through counsel. Phoenix did not 

~ffm evidence, and withdrew its witne~ses . ’~~ 

Phoenix pays the Company for wastewater treatment services it receives in Anthem under the 

Company’s tariffed Other Wholesale User ( “ O W ’ )  rate. Phoenix contends that the O W  rate of 

$5.57 per 1,000 gallons established by Decision No. 72047 is unsupported, as it was based on a cost 

of service study conducted in a 2006 rate case.177 Phoenix asserts that testimony at the hearing 

establishes that the OWU rate established in Decision No. 72047 is in~rrect . ’~’  

Phoenix requests that the Commission re-examine the wastewater treatment services rate 

applicable to Phoenix.’79 

The Company states on brief that Decision No. 72047 left this docket open to consider just 

one issue, whether to deconsolidate the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district, and contends that 

‘76 See Tr. at 479. Counsel for Phoenix stated that it had the opportunity to present the case it wanted to within the 
confines of the Procedural Order. 
177 Phoenix Br. at 4-5. 
17’ Id. at 5, citing to Tr. at 606 and 63 1. 

Phoenix Br. at 6; Phoenix Post-Hearing Reply Brief (“Phoenix Reply Br.” at 2). 
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?hoenix’s request to re-examine the O W  rate is outside the scope of this proceeding.lM The 

2ompany further contends that Phoenix’s request is essentially a redundant and improper request for 

Sehearing of Decision No. 72047, which is already before the Commission.lS1 

The Company objects to Phoenix’s issue being evaluated in an additional phase of this case. 

f ie  Company states that this case is based on a 2008 test year, and that because every cost and 

eevenue has most likely changed materially, further re-examination of the data would consume most 

If 2012, with any rate change not likely until late 2012 or 2013.’82 The Company also states that a 

meduction to the O W  rate without any consideration of offsetting changes to other customers’ rates 

would result in the establishment of rates which would not allow the Company to recover its 

3uthorized revenue requirement and, argues that this would be contrary to Decision No. 72047 and 

would result in rates that are no longer just and rea~onable.’~~ 

G. Conclusions 

Anthem contends that deconsolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district is 

:onsistent with the determination in Decision No. 72047 to reject consolidation of the Company’s 

liistricts, and that it would be “completely arbitrary” for the district to remain consolidated, when the 

4nthem Water district and Agua Fria Water district are ~eparate,”~ and the Company maintains two 

separate business units for the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater distri~t.”~ We agree. 

Maintaining the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater District as a consolidated district would not 

result in just and reasonable rates for Anthem residents. This is so for at least two reasons. First, it is 

undisputed that the large disparity in deconsolidated rates is due to the Northwest Valley Plant, the 

Verrado Reclamation Facility and its expansion as well as the Russell Ranch Reclamation Facility. 

By virtue of geographic separation and no interconnection facilities, Anthem residents do not and 

cannot use these facilities, whereas Agua Fria wastewater customers do. Thus, in order to more 

accurately allocate costs to the cost-causers, we will deconsolidate Anthem from the AnthendAgua 

Co. Reply Br. at 2. 
lS1 Id. 

Co. Br. at 2-3. 
Id. at 3. 
Anthem Reply Br. at 7-8, citing to RUCO Br. at 4 (“RUCO finds it persuasive that the Commission kept the Anthem 

Anthem Reply Br. at 8, citing to Tr. at 82-83. 

IS2 

I83 

I 8 4  

and Agua Fria water systems as stand alone systems.”). 
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Fria Wastewater District at this time. 

Some have argued against deconsolidating Anthem from the Agua Fria Wastewater District 

by pointing out that the Agua Fria district itself is made up of three distinct wastewater systems that 

are not interconnected and do not share infrastructure with one another. Accordingly, these parties 

argue that the deconsolidation of Anthem, will not result in a pure assignment of cost causation 

among the three separate systems within the Agua Fria wastewater district. We are not persuaded by 

this line of argument. First, we do not believe the perfect (a complete allocation of costs to each 

system within the Agua Fria wastewater district) should be the enemy of the good (a more accurate 

allocation of costs between the Anthem and Agua Fria wastewater districts). Second, no party has 

actively sought to deconsolidate the separate systems within the Agua Fria wastewater district as 

Anthem has done in this one. If parties believe that fairness requires the Commission to consider 

further deconsolidation of the Agua Fria district they are free to advocate for such a result in fbture 

Commission proceedings. 

Moreover, even if we were to set aside our desire to establish rates on cost causation 

principles, we believe deconsolidation of the Anthem wastewater district would be appropriate in this 

case in order to preserve the integrity of settlement negotiations that occur in Commission 

proceedings. In our December 15, 2010 Open Meeting, we encouraged the parties to negotiate the 

settlement of contentious legal and equitable issues involving the disputed refund payments that the 

Company paid to Pulte. As part of the settlement agreement that was ultimately reached, Anthem 

surrendered several arguments against recognizing the disputed refund payments to Pulte for 

ratemaking purposes. Anthem’s willingness to do so was based on the gains Anthem would make in 

other areas under the settlement agreement, including the timely deconsolidation of the AnthedAgua 

Fria Wastewater District. The record suggests that deconsolidation of the AnthedAgua Fria 

Wastewater District was vital to Anthem’s willingness to support the settlement as a complete 

package. Therefore, in order to preserve the integrity of the settlement negotiations that occur in 

Commission proceedings, we believe it is in the public interest to deconsolidate Anthem from the 

AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater District at this time. 

We recognize that our decision to deconsolidate Anthem from Agua Fria will result in a 
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;ignificant shift in revenue responsibility from Anthem to Agua Fria. While we agree with Anthem 

hat it is appropriate to eliminate the current subsidy that exists, we are mindful of the impact this 

eevenue shift will have on Agua Fria ratepayers. In order to mitigate the impacts of the revenue shift, 

we will adopt the revenue transition plan proposed by Anthem, with one modification. In order to 

;ive Agua Fria customers additional time to prepare for this change, we will require the Company to 

segin the initial phase of the three-year revenue transition plan on January 1, 2013, instead of 

,mediately as proposed by Mr. Neidlinger. 

The evidence in this proceeding, including but not limited to the O W  tariff issue raised by 

Phoenix, demonstrates the need for the Company to file an updated cost of service study, and we will 

require it to do so. We will require the cost of service studies and other information supporting 

:onsolidation that are provided by the Company in its filing to be sufficient for all parties to make 

their own reasoned proposals either for or against consolidation or deconsolidation, consistent with 

sound ratemaking principles. At that time, with a cost of service study in hand, the Company can 

address the issues Phoenix raised in this proceeding regarding the O W  tariffed rate applicable to 

wastewater treatment services provided to Phoenix under their agreement. 

* * * * * * * * * * 
Having considered the entire record herein and being Mly advised in the premises, the 

Commission finds, concludes, and orders that: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. On July 2, 2009, the Company filed with the Commission an application for rate 

increases for its Anthem Water District, Sun City Water District, Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater 

District, Sun City Wastewater District, and Sun City West Wastewater District. 

2. Intervention in this matter was granted to RUCO; Anthem; PORA; W.R. Hansen; the 

WUAA; the Resorts; the Town of Paradise Valley; the Anthem Golf and Country Club; Marshall 

Magruder; DMB; Mashie, LLC dba Corte Bella Golf Club; Larry D. Woods; and Philip H. Cook. 

3. On January 6, 2011, the Commission issued Decision No. 72047 in these dockets. 

Decision No. 72047 left the dockets open for the sole purpose of considering the design and 

implementation of stand-alone revenue requirements and rate designs for separate Anthem 

-. __ 
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Wastewater and Agua Fria Wastewater districts as provided in the settlement reached by the 

Zompany, Anthem, RUCO and Staff during the Open Meeting at which Decision No. 72047 was 

:onsidered. Decision No. 72047 ordered the Company to file, by April 1,  201 1, an application 

;upporting consideration of stand-alone revenue requirements and rate designs for separate Anthem 

Wastewater and Agua Fria Wastewater districts, and made the rates approved for the Anthem-Agua 

?ria Wastewater district interim, subject to change pursuant to a Commission determination on the 

clompany’s April 1,201 1 filing.lg6 

4. On April 1, 2011, the Company complied with Decision No. 72047 by filing its 

Compliance Application. The filing included direct testimony and exhibits concerning the separate 

Sevenue requirements and separate rate designs for new Anthem Wastewater and Agua Fria 

Wastewater districts on a stand-alone basis using the combined revenue authorizations in Decision 

No. 72047. 

5. On April 4, 201 1, a Procedural Order was issued setting a procedural conference to 

:ommence on April 19, 201 1,  in order to provide an opportunity for discussion of a procedural 

schedule, public notice of the Compliance Application, and other procedural issues prior to the 

Lssuance of a Procedural Order governing the processing of the Compliance Application. 

6. 

7. 

On April 8,201 1 , the Company filed a Notice of Filing Certified Mail Receipt. 

On April 13, 201 1, the Company filed a Correction Concerning Certified Mail 

Receipt. 

8. 

9. 

On April 19,201 1, DMB filed a Notice of Substitution of Counsel. 

On April 19, 201 1,  the procedural conference convened as scheduled. Appearances 

were entered through counsel for the Company, Anthem, Anthem Golf and Country Club, DMB, 

RUCO, and Swf. The parties discussed public notice issues and the timing of discovery and pre- 

filing testimony. 

10. On April 27, 201 1,  the Commission issued a Procedural Order Setting Hearing for 

Consideration of Compliance Application. The Procedural Order set the hearing to commence on 

Decision No. 72047 at 121. 

. .- . .. 
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October 17, 201 1, and set associated procedural deadlines, including a deadline for publication of 

notice of the Compliance Application and Hearing. The Procedural Order directed the Company to 

mail to each of its customers in the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district, and to each of the 

homeowners’ associations located in the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district, a copy of the 

required notice by First-class U.S. Mail, with mailing to be completed no later than May 20,201 1. 

1 1. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

On April 28,20 1 1, Verrado filed a Motion to Intervene. 

On May 1 1,20 1 1, a Procedural Order was issued granting intervention to Verrado. 

On May 24,201 1, the Company filed an Affidavit of Mailing. 

On June 21,201 1, Corte Bella filed a Motion/Application to Intervene. 

On June 23,201 1, John Luke, Managing Member, Russell Ranch, LLC filed a Motion 

to Intervene. 

16. 

17. 

On June 23,201 1, Frederick G. Botha filed a Motion to Intervene. 

On June 24, 201 1, a Procedural Order was issued indicating that the intervention 

request of Russell Ranch, LLC would be considered once an intervention request was filed in this 

docket by counsel representing Russell Ranch, LLC in this proceeding on the Compliance 

Application. 

18. On June 24, 201 1, Russell Ranch filed a Motion to Intervene. Russell Ranch is an 

Arizona non-profit corporation. Attached to the June 24, 201 1, Motion was a copy of a June 20, 

201 1, Russell Ranch Board of Directors Resolution authorizing its President, Pauline A. Harris 

Henry, to represent it in this proceeding. 

19. On June 30,201 1, a Procedural Order was issued granting intervention to Corte Bella, 

Frederick G. Botha, and Russell Ranch. The Procedural Order authorized Pauline A. Harris Henry to 

represent Russell Ranch in this proceeding before the Commission. 

20. On June 23,201 1, Phoenix docketed a filing titled “Motion to Intervene and Notice of 

Errors in Exhibit ‘A’ to Decision No. 72047.” The Motion indicated that Phoenix wished to 

intervene in the proceeding on the Compliance Application. 

21. On July 5,201 1, a Procedural Order was issued granting intervention to Phoenix. The 

Procedural Order noted that Phoenix did not intervene in, and was not a party to, the proceeding that 
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aesulted in Decision No. 72047, but that in addition to requesting intervention in the proceeding on 

he Compliance Application, the City’s June 23,201 1 Motion made a further request as follows: 

Phoenix requests that the Commission set a limited rehearing [of Decision No. 720471 
for the sole purpose to clarify pages ii, iv and vi to “Exhibit A” to set out a Wholesale 
Potable Water Rate of $2.32 per one thousand gallons delivered and a Wheeling Water 
Rate of $0.30 i Kgal delivered unless Arizona American can support a change in either 
rate by submitting an analysis to Phoenix of the actual costs paid or incurred by 
Arizona American with respect to providing the respective services under the Anthem 
Wholesale WatedWastewater Service Agreement. 

22. The Procedural Order noted that the Commission had not acted on the above-quoted 

request. Rehearing of Decision No. 72047 has not been granted. 

23. On July 1 1,201 1,  Marshall Magruder filed a Request to Withdraw, indicating his wish 

to withdraw from the remaining matters in these dockets. 

24. On July 12, 201 1,  Corte Bella docketed a Stipulated Motion to Continue Deadline for 

Filing Direct Testimony. The Motion requested the issuance of a Procedural Order extending the 

date for Staff and Intervenors to file their direct testimony on the Compliance Application from July 

26,201 1 to August 9,201 1, and indicated that the Company, Anthem, Verrado, RUCO and Staff did 

not object to the request. 

25. On July 13, 2011, The Company filed a Response to the July 12, 2011 Motion. 

Therein, The Company stated that while it did not oppose Code Bella’s request for a two week 

extension to file direct testimony, it could not agree to the request unless all other procedural dates, 

including the hearing date, were extended for at least the same amount of time. The Company stated 

that an equal extension of time for the remaining deadlines was necessary in order to allow it 

sufficient time to review the direct testimony and to prepare and file its responsive testimony. 

26. 

27. 

On July 14,201 1, Frederick Botha filed a data request in the docket. 

On July 15, 201 1, the Commission issued a Procedural Order Modifying Procedural 

Schedule. The Procedural Order continued the hearing on the Compliance Application to November 

14, 201 1, and reserved the noticed October 17, 201 1 hearing date for public comment only. The 

Procedural Order also granted Marshall Magruder’s request to withdraw, and ordered removal of 

Marshall Magruder from the service list in the docket. 
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28. 

29. 

30. 

Also on July 15,201 1, Anthem filed a Response to the July 12,201 1 Motion. 

On July 22,20 1 1, Corte Bella filed a Notice of Appearance of Co-Counsel. 

On August 16, 2011, RUCO filed the direct testimony of its witnesses William A. 

Rigsby and Rodney L. Moore. 

3 1. 

32. 

0 ’ Connor. 

33. 

On August 16,20 1 1, Corte Bella filed the direct testimony of its witness Robert Rials. 

On August 16, 201 1, Russell Ranch filed the direct testimony of its witness Daniel 

On August 16,201 1, DMB filed the direct testimony of its witness David Nilsen. 

34. 

Neidlinger. 

35. 

36. 

On August 16, 2011, Anthem filed the direct testimony of its witness Dan L. 

On August 16,201 1, Frederick Botha filed copies of responses to his data requests. 

On August 16, 2011, Verrado filed the direct testimony of its witnesses Melinda 

Gulick and Kent Simer. 

37. 

38. 

O’Connor. 

39. 

On August 16,201 1, Staff filed the direct testimony of its witness Gerald W. Becker. 

On August 18, 201 1, Russell Ranch refiled the direct testimony of its witness Daniel 

On August 18, 201 1, RUCO filed a Notice of Disclosure, to which was attached the 

Notice of Disclosure originally filed in these dockets on February 24, 2010, prior to the hearing on 

the rate application which culminated in the Commission’s issuance of Decision No. 72047. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

On August 29,20 1 1 Marshall Magruder docketed a filing in these dockets. 

On September 8,201 1, the Company filed its Response to Mr. Marshall Magruder. 

On September 13, 201 1, Anthem Golf and Country Club filed the rebuttal testimony 

of its witness Desi Howe. 

43. 

Sandra L. Murrey. 

44. 

45. 

On September 13, 2011, the Company filed the rebuttal testimony of its witness 

On September 15,201 1, Phoenix filed a Notice of Appearance of Co-Counsel. 

On October 11, 2011, Staff filed the surrebuttal testimony of its witness Gerald W. 

Becker. 
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46. On October 1 1 ,  201 1,  RUCO filed the surrebuttal testimony of its witness William A. 

Rigsby. 

47. On October 1 I, 201 1,  Corte Bella filed the surrebuttal testimony of its witness Robert 

Rials. 

48. 

Neidlinger . 

49. 

On October 1 1,  201 1,  Anthem filed the surrebuttal testimony of its witness Dan L. 

On October 1 1 ,  201 1, Phoenix filed the surrebuttal testimony of its witnesses Allen 

Eneboe, Andy Terrey and Denise Olson. 

50. 

5 1.  

On October 12,20 1 1, Frederick Botha filed his testimony. 

On October 17, 20 1 1, a public comment meeting on the Compliance Application was 

held at the Commission’s offices before a duly authorized Administrative Law Judge of the 

Commission. Appearances were entered through counsel for the Company, Anthem, Corte Bella, 

Verrado, Dh4I3, RUCO and StafT. Numerous members of the public provided their comments, both 

in favor of and in opposition to deconsolidation. 

52. On October 18,201 1,  Phoenix filed an additional copy of Exhibit A to the surrebuttal 

testimony of its witness Denise Olsen. 

53. 

54. 

On October 20,201 1 , Anthem filed a Motion to Exclude Issue from Hearing. 

On October 25, 2011, Verrado filed a Joinder in Anthem’s Motion to Exclude Issue 

from Hearing. 

55. On October 31, 2011, the Company filed copies of its Wheeled Water Rate tariffs 

approved in Decision No. 72047. 

56. 

Sandra L. Murrey. 

57. 

On November 1 ,  201 1 , the Company filed the rejoinder testimony of its witness 

On November 3, 201 1, Phoenix filed its Response to Motion to Exclude Issue from 

Hearing. 

58. On November 4, 2011, Anthem Golf and Country Club filed a Request to Excuse 

Appearance of Witness. 

59. On November 7, 201 1, Russell Ranch filed a Notice of Substitution. Attached to the 
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tiling was a copy of a Board Resolution authorizing its newly elected President, George Turner, to 

3ppear on behalf of Russell Ranch before the Commission in this proceeding. 

60. The prehearing conference convened as scheduled on November 7, 201 1, before a 

duly authorized Administrative Law Judge of the Commission. Appearances were entered through 

counsel for the Company, Anthem, Anthem Golf and Country Club, Corte Bella, Verrado, DMB, 

Phoenix, RUCO and Staff. Russell Ranch appeared through its representative Mr. George Turner. 

61. At the November 7, 201 1 prehearing conference, the Motion filed by Anthem Golf 

and Country Club to excuse its witness from appearing at the hearing was granted. Numerous 

members of the public provided their comments, both in favor of and in opposition to 

deconsolidation. 

62. At the November 7, 2011 prehearing conference, Anthem’s Motion to Exclude Issue 

from Hearing was discussed. The Motion was denied, with the caveats that this proceeding would 

not be a rehearing of Decision No. 72047, that the overall revenue requirement determined in 

Decision No. 72047 will not change in this proceeding, and that the issues in this proceeding are 

limited to the schedules filed in the Compliance Application. With those caveats, it was ruled that 

Phoenix would be allowed to participate in the hearing and present factual evidence and legal 

argument to support its position in regard to the schedules filed by the Company in the Compliance 

Application. Phoenix was reminded, and recognized on the record, that the Commission had not 

granted its request to reopen Decision No. 72047, and that if it wished to pursue its request as stated 

in its intervention request to reopen Decision No. 72047, that it would need to pursue that request 

separately, and not in this proceeding. 

63. 

64. 

65. 

On November 8,201 1, the Company filed a Notice of Filing Testimony Summaries. 

On November 8,20 1 1, RUCO, filed a Notice of Filing Testimony Summaries. 

On November 9, 20 1 1, Frederick Botha filed a letter in the docket indicating that his 

testimony needed to be postponed to a later hearing, 

66. 

67. 

68. 

On November 9,201 1, Verrado and DMB filed Witness Testimony Summaries. 

On November 9,201 1, Russell Ranch filed is Testimony Summary. 

On November 10,201 1, Staff filed its Witness Summary. 
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On November 10,201 1, Corte Bella filed its Witness Testimony Summary. 

On November 10,20 1 1, Anthem filed its Summaries of Witness Testimony. 

On November 10,20 1 1, Phoenix filed a Notice of filing Witness Summary. 

On November 14,201 1, RUCO filed a Notice of Errata. 

On November 14,20 1 1, Frederick Botha refiled his November 9,201 1 filing. 

On November 14, 201 I ,  the hearing on the Compliance Application convened as 

scheduled before a duly authorized Administrative Law Judge of the Commission, Appearances 

were entered through counsel for the Company, Anthem, Corte Bella, Verrado, DMB, Phoenix, 

RUCO and Staff. Russell Ranch appeared through its representative Mr. George Turner. The parties 

presented evidence through witnesses and were provided an opportunity to cross-examine witnesses. 

4t the close of the evidentiary hearing, the parties agreed to a post-hearing briefing schedule. 

75. On January 17, 2012, the Company, Anthem, Verrado, DMB, Corte Bella, Phoenix, 

RUCO and Staff filed Initial Post-Hearing Briefs. 

76. 

77. 

On January 18,2012, Russell Ranch filed its Initial Post-Hearing Brief. 

On February 7,2012, the Company, Anthem, Corte Bella, Verrado, and Phoenix filed 

Post-Hearing Reply Briefs, and this matter was taken under advisement, 

78. Written public comments on the issue of deconsolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria 

Wastewater district have been filed by approximately 1,180 members of the public. Approximately 

594 of those comments are in favor of deconsolidation, and approximately 586 of those comments 

are opposed to deconsolidation. 

79. The evidence at the hearing on the Compliance Application brought to light the fact 

that there are four, and not just two, non-contiguous service areas in the Anthem-Agua Fria 

Wastewater district, and that one of the Agua Fria service areas shares the Northwest Valley Plant 

infrastructure with the Sun City West Wastewater district. Based on the evidence presented, we find 

that deconsolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district as proposed in the Compliance 

Application would not correctly assign cost responsibility for all ratemaking components, and is 

therefore not in the public interest at this time. 

80. In order to address the issue of deconsolidatiodconsolidation in the most expeditious 
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ind fair manner possible, we will require the Company to make the system-wide rate filing as ordered 

3y Decision No. 72047 that includes all of the affected districts, including the Sun City West 

Wastewater district, as soon as possible, so that all affected parties will receive notice of, and will 

have a full opportunity to address, all the issues affecting the Company’s revenue requirement, and 

an make proposals either for or against consolidation or deconsolidation for Commission 

zonsideration. 

81. The required system-wide rate filing should include full cost of service studies and 

sther information supporting consolidation sufficient for all parties to make their own reasoned 

proposals either for or against consolidation or deconsolidation, consistent with sound ratemaking 

principles. 

82. In the required system-wide rate filing, the Company can address the issues Phoenix 

raised in this proceeding regarding the O W  tariffed rate applicable to wastewater treatment services 

provided to Phoenix under their agreement. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The Company is a public service corporation pursuant to Article XV of the Arizona 

Constitution and A.R.S. SQ 40-250 and 40-251. 

2. The Commission has jurisdiction over The Company and the subject matter of the 

application. 

3. 

4. 

Notice of the proceeding was provided in conformance with law. 

Based on the evidence in this proceeding, we find that deconsolidation of the 

Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater district as proposed in the Compliance Application is in the public 

interest. 

5 .  It is reasonable and in the public interest to require the Company to make the system- 

wide rate filing as ordered by Decision No. 72047 that includes all of the affected districts, including 

the Sun City West Wastewater district, as soon as possible, so that all affected parties will receive 

notice of, and will have a full opportunity to address, all the issues affecting the Company’s revenue 

requirement, and can make proposals either for or against consolidation or deconsolidation for 

Commission consideration. 

40 DECISION NO. 73227 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DOCKET NO. W-0 1303A-09-0343 ET AL. 

6. It is reasonable and in the public interest to require the system-wide rate filing to 

include 111 cost of service studies and other information supporting consolidation suMicient for d l  

parties to make their own reasoned proposals either for or against consolidation or deconsolidation, 

consistent with sound ratemaking principles. 

7. It is reasonable and in the public interest to require the Company to address, in the 

system-wide rate filing, the issues Phoenix raised in this proceeding regarding the O W  tariffed rate 

applicable to wastewater treatment services provided to Phoenix under their agreement. 

ORDER 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that deconsolidation of the Anthem-Agua Fria Wastewater 

district as proposed in the Compliance Application is the public interest at this time. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that EPCOR Water (USA) shall, on January 1,2013, initiate the 

initial phase of the three-year revenue transition plan proposed by Anthem Community Council. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that EPCOR Water (USA) shall file the system-wide rate filing 

as ordered by Decision No. 72047 that includes all of the affected districts, including the Sun City 

West Wastewater district, as soon as possible, so that all affected parties will receive notice of, and 

will have a full opportunity to address, all the issues affecting the Company’s revenue requirement, 

and can make proposals either for or against consolidation or deconsolidation for Commission 

consideration. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the above-ordered system-wide rate filing shall include full 

cost of service studies and other information supporting consolidation sufficient for all parties to 

make their own reasoned proposals either for or against consolidation or deconsolidation, consistent 

with sound ratemaking principles. 

... 

... 

... 

... 

... 

... 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that EPCOR Water (USA), shall, in the above-ordered system- 

wide rate filing, address the issues the City of Phoenix raised in this proceeding regarding the OWU 

tariffed rate applicable to wastewater treatment services provided to the City of Phoenix under their 

agreement. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this Decision shall become effective immediately. 

BY ORDER OF THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I, ERNEST G. JOHNSON, 
Executive Director of the Arizona Corporation Commission, 
have hereunto set my hand and caused the official seal of the 
Commission to be affixed at the Capitol, in the City of Phoenix, 
this sft7 day of ZU- 2012. 

P 

E R N E ~  
EXCUTIVE DIRECTOR 

DISSENT 

D 1 S S E N - W  3 - =  

- - 
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BY THE COMMISSION: 

1. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On July 2, 2009, Arizona-American Water Company (“Arizona-American” or “Company”: 

filed with the Arizona Corporation Commission (“Commission”) an application for rate increases 

:or its Anthem Water District, Sun City Water District, AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater District, Sun 

3ity Wastewater District and Sun City West Wastewater District. Arizona-American filed 

iupplements to its rate application on July 13,2009, and August 2 1 , 2009. The application is based 

)n a test year ended December 3 I, 2008. 

On August 24, 2009, the Commission’s Utilities Division (“Staff”) filed a Letter of 

;ufficiency indicating that Arizona-American had satisfied the requirements of Arizona 

idministrative Code R14-2-103 and classifying the Company as a Class A utility. 

On August 26, 2009, a procedural order was issued setting a procedural conference to 

rovide an opportunity for discussion of a hearing schedule, public notice, and other procedural 

;sues prior to the issuance of a rate case procedural order. 

On September 2,2009, the procedural conference was convened as scheduled. Appearances 

rere entered by counsel for the Company, the Residential Utility Consumer Office (“RUCO”), and 

taff. At the procedural conference, the Company indicated that it planned to file a separate rate 

insolidation application in the near future.’ Based on that indication, the issue of appropriate 

istomer notice of a rate consolidation proposal was brought to the attention of the parties present.2 

he procedural conference was then recessed to allow the parties time to meet and discuss an 

ipropriate form of notice. 

On September 3, 2009, the procedural conference reconvened as requested by the parties. 

’he Company stated that it intended to proceed with the application as filed, and not to file the rate 

onsolidation application discussed the previous 

Transcript of  September 2,2009 Procedural Conference at 
id. at 14-20. 

day.3 The 

5 .  

Company agreed to prepare a form of 
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public notice of the application in cooperation with RUCO and Staff, and to file it for consideration. 

On September 14,2009, Arizona-American filed a proposed form of notice. In the filing, the 

Company indicated that Staff had found the proposed form of notice acceptable, and that RUCO had 

informed the Company that RUCO did not expect to have comments on it. The proposed form of 

notice made no mention of rate consolidation, and was designed to be provided only to customers of 

h e  Anthem Water district, Sun City Water district, AnthemfAgua Fria Wastewater district, Sun City 

Wastewater district and Sun City West Wastewater district. 

On September 24,2009, a procedural order was issued setting a hearing on the application to 

:ommence on April 19,2010, setting associated procedural deadlines, and requiring the Company to 

xovide public notice of the application in the form proposed by the Company and agreed to by Staff 

md RUCO. 

On December 8,2009, Decision No. 71410 was issued in Docket Nos. W-O1303A-08-0227 

:t al. (“08-0227 Docket”). Decision No. 71410 ruled on the Company‘s previous rate application 

or its Agua Fria Water district, Havasu Water district, Mohave Water and Mohave Wastewater 

tistricts, Paradise Valley Water district, Sun City West Water district and Tubac Water district. 

Iecision No. 71410 stated that Docket No. 08-0227 would 
remain open for the limited purpose of consolidation in the Company’s next rate case 
with a separate docket in which a revenue-neutral change to rate design of all 
Arizona-American Water Company’s water districts or other appropriate proposals or 
all Arizona-American’s water and wastewater districts or other appropriate proposals 
may be considered simultaneously, after appropriate public notice, with appropriate 
opportunity for informed public comment and parti~ipation.~ 

On March 1, 2010, The Camelback Inn, Sanctuary on Camelback Mountain, the 

itercontinental Montelucia Resort and Spa, and the Scottsdale Cottonwoods Resort and Suites 

:ollectively the “Resorts”) filed a Motion to Intervene. The Resorts are customers of the 

lompany’s Paradise Valley Water district. In the filing, the Resorts stated that on February 10, 

010, the Resorts learned that the instant case was pending, and were provided an agenda to a 

ieeting at the offices of the Company entitled “Rate Consolidation Scenarios.” The Resorts 

lached a copy of the agenda to their Motion to Intervene, and stated that the agenda informed the 

Decision No. 7 14 10 at 78. 
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Resorts that Staff would be making a rate consolidation proposal on March 22, 201 0, in this docket, 

and that responsive testimony to Staffs proposal would be due on or about April 5,  2010. The 

Resorts stated that February 10, 2010, was the first time the Resorts had notice that a possible 

consolidated rate structure would be developed for the Commission’s consideration in this case that 

would then be applied to the other districts. The Resorts noted that there might be other Arizona- 

American customers in other districts that had not been provided notice of this proceeding and might 

be directly and substantially affected by rate consolidation. The Resorts requested a waiver of the 

intervention deadline based upon lack of notice, and that they be granted intervention. 

On March 9, 2010, a procedural order was issued granting the Resorts’ Motion to Intervene 

md Staffs Motion for Extension and Request for Procedural Conference- The procedural order 

stated that in light of Staff’s plans to file a rate consolidation proposal with its rate design testimony 

n this docket, the notice issues initially raised at the September 2,2009, procedural conference must 

)e properly addressed. A procedural conference was set to commence on March 12, 2010, for the 

iurpose of discussing proper and appropriate notice related to any rate consolidation proposal made 

n this docket. 

On March 12, 2010, the Town of Paradise Valley (“Paradise Valley”) filed a Motion to 

ntervene, which stated that the first time it had notice that a possible consolidated rate structure 

vouId be developed for the Commission’s consideration in this case that would then be applied to 

he other districts was February 10,2010. 

On March 12, 2010, the procedural conference was convened as scheduled. Appearances 

vere entered through counsel for the Company, Anthem Community Council (“Council”), the 

kesorts, RUCO, and Staff. Paradise Valley also appeared and was granted intervention. At the 

lrocedural conference, Staff confirmed that it planned to file rate consolidation proposals with 

:stimony on March 29, 2010. Staff stated that while it was unknown at that time what S t a r s  

:commendation would be, any Staff rate consolidation proposal would likely affect customers in all 

f Arizona-American’s districts. Some parties present expressed the concern that a solution to the 

3te consolidation notice issue should not delay the scheduled April 19,20 10, commencement of the 
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hearing on the Company‘s application. The pwies were informed that in order to allow an 

appropriate opportunity for informed public comment, intervention, and full participation of any 

party wishing to participate in the rate consolidation portion of the upcoming hearing, that a portion 

of the hearing would have to be delayed. Staff was directed to proceed with its proposed March 29, 

2010, filing of testimony and exhibits on rate designhate consolidation, and the Company was 

jirected to file its rebuttal testimony on rate desigdrate consolidation on April 5,2010, as proposed. 

The parties were informed that a procedural schedule for the filing of intervenors’ responsive 

.estimony to rate desigdrate consolidation testimony would be forthcoming. 

On March 18, 201 0, a procedural order was issued bifurcating the hearing in this matter into 

wo phases, with the second phase (“Phase 11’’) to include Commission consideration of rate design 

md rate consolidation issues. The procedural order directed the Company to mail to each of its 

:ustomers in all its districts public notice of the bifurcation, the new- intervention deadline for Phase 

I, and the hearing dates and filing deadlines for both Phase I and Phase I1 of the proceedings. The 

rdered form of public notice was based on the Company’s March 16, 2010, filing of a form of 

iotice which the Company had circulated to all parties, and which incorporated all comments 

eceived from the parties at the time of filing. 

Intervention in this matter was granted to RUCO, the Council, the Sun City West Property 

Iwners and Residents Association (“PORA”), W.R. Hansen, the Water Utility Association of 

Lrizona (“WUAA”), the Resorts, Paradise Valley, Anthem Golf and Country Club (“Anthem 

;elf"), Marshall Magruder, Larry D. Woods,’ Philip H. Cook, DMB White Tank, LLC (“DMB”), 

nd Mashie, LLC dba Corte Bella Golf Club (“Corte Bella”). 

The written public comment filed in this matter was extensive, with approximately 3,681 

ustomers filing comments. In addition, local public comment sessions were held by 

ommissioners in Anthem and Sun City, Arizona, and the record includes the transcribed public 

~mments made orally at those sessions. 

n Phase I of this proceeding, Mr. Woods represented PORA subject to the conditions required by Rule 3 l(d)(28) of the 
bated in Phase I1 of this proceeding on his own behalf, and not 
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On April 19,20 10, the evidentiary hearing commenced on Phase I issues as scheduled, and 

concluded on April 30,2010. Phase I1 of the evidentiary hearing commenced as scheduled on May 

1 8,20 10, and concluded on June 3 , 20 10. Prior to the taking of evidence on both April 19,201 0 and 

May 18,201 0 public comment was received orally and transcribed for the record. 

Initial closing briefs were filed on July 16, 20 10, by the Company, the Council, the Resorts, 

Paradise Valley, Marshall Magruder, W.R. Hansen, Larry Woods, DMB, Corte Bella, RUCO, and 

staff. Reply closing briefs were filed on August 16, 2010, by the Company, the Council, Anthem 

h l f ,  Marshall Magruder, DMB, Corte Bella, RUCO, and Staff, and this matter was taken under 

tdv isement . 

I. APPLICATION 

A. Company 

Arizona-American, an Arizona public service corporation, is a wholly owned subsidiary of 

bnerican Water Works (“American Water”), the largest investor-owned water and wastewater 

itility in the United States. American Water owns a number of regulated water and wastewater 

ubsidiaries that operate in 32 states, in addition to non-regulated subsidiaries. American Water 

iises debt capital for its subsidiaries through its financing subsidiary American Water Capital Cow. 

merican Water is listed on the New York stock exchange as AWK. American Water has 

ndertaken several ownership changes over the past several years.6 Until 2003, American water was 

publicly traded company headquartered in Voorhees, New Jersey.’ In 2003, American Water’s 

:ock was acquired by RWE Aktiengesellschaft (“RWE”), and became a wholly-owned subsidiary 

f RWE.8 In 2005, RWE announced its intention to exit from its water activities in the United States 

id elsewhere and, in connecti6n with this, sold approximately 63.2 million shares in an initial 

ublic offering (“IPO’y) of American Water’s sharesg This sale amounted to approximately 40 

xcent of American Water’s shares being owned by the investing public and the remaining 60 

lirect Testimony of Staff witness Gerald Becker (Exh. S-9) at 3. 
‘d 
hi 
d. 
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s $4.6 million loss in 2007.17 Arizona-American has not paid a dividend to its shareholders since 

303.’’ Mr. Townsley stated that as of December 31, 2008, Arizona-American’s times interest 

med ratio (“TIER’)19 was 0.52. 

During this proceeding, the Company proposed that the Commission consider statewide rate 

I Id 
Id. at4. 
Id. 
Direct Testimony of Staff witness Dorothy Hains (Exh. S-7) at Exhibit DMH-3 at 4, DMH-4 at 6, and DMH-6 at 4. 
Id.at Exhibit Dh4H-5 at 4. 
Id. at Exhibit DMH-6 at 5. 
Direst Testimony ofcompany witness Paul Townsley (EA. A-3) at 3 .  
Id 
Id. at 7. 
TIER represents the number of times earnings will cover interest expense on short-term and long-term debt. A TIER 
‘less than I .O is not sustainable in the long term. 
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percent still owned by RWE.” During the fourth quarter of 2009, RWE l i l y  divested its remaining 

ownership of American Water through the consummation of additional IPOs, and all associated 

board members have resigned from the Board of Directors. 

Arizona-American is Arizona’s largest investor-owned water and wastewater utility, 

Dperating twelve water and wastewater systems in Arizona, serving approximately 150,000 

mtomers located in portions of Maricopa, Mohave, and Santa Cruz Counties. During the test year, 

:he Anthem Water district served approximately 8,700 customers in the Anthem Community,” the 

Sun City Water district served approximately 23,000 customers in Sun City, the Town of 

foungtown, and small sections of Peoria and Surprise,’2 the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district 

ierved approximately 1 0,12 1 customers in the Anthem, Verrado, and Russell Ranch communitie~,’~ 

he Sun City Wastewater district served approximately 21,965 customers in Sun City, the Town of 

r‘oungtown, and small sections of Peoria and Surpri~e,’~ and the Sun City West Wastewater district 

erved approximately 14,968 customers in Sun City West and the Corte Bella ~ommunity.’~ 

Arizona-American’s President Paul Townsley testified that the Company’s financial position 

; poor and that Arizona-American has lost approximately $30 million since American Water 

urchased the water and wastewater assets of Citizens Utilities in 2002.16 According to Mr. 

‘ownsley, Arizona-American experienced a net loss of $1.8 million in 2008, an improvement over 



Anthem 
Water 

$7,492,744 
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Anthem/ 
Sun City Agua Fria Sun City Sun City West 

Water Wastewater Wastewater Wastewater 

$9 ,283~ 01 $8,637,123 $5,940,381 $5,661,710 

consolidation, citing, among other considerations, improved rate case efficiency, improved ability to 

make needed capital investments in smaller districts, and a desire to bring the tariff structure of 

water and wastewater utilities more in line with those of other regulated utilities in Arizona.20 

B. Summary of Revenue Recommendations 

Company 

RUCO 

Staff 

Anthem/ 
Anthem Sun City Agua Fria Sun City Sun City West 
Water Water Wastewater Wastewater Wastewater 

$13,455,431 $1 1,166,039 $13,926,904 $8,097,263 $7,142,475 

$12,5 16,000 $9,787,589 $1 3,684,829 $7,435,703 $6,419,979 

$13,420,925 - $1 1 , 126,179 $13,668,321 $7,665,720 $7,137,298 

23 

Direst Testimony of Company witness Paul Townsley (Exh. A-3) at 14. 
Council Final Schedules Anthem-Legal 1, Anthem-Legal 2, Anthem-3. 
Id 

Company 

Anthem/ 
Anthem Sun City Agua Fria Sun City Sun City West 
Water Water Wastewater Wastewater Wastewater 

$57,422,164 $28,376,946 $45,322,775 $15,656,720 $18,207,774 
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$57,248,934 $28,192,680 $45,115,225 $15,488,742 $1 8,098,487 

$57,258,174 $26,212,284 $45,260,942 $14,595,027 $18,095,016 

The differences in rate base recommendations by the Company, RUCO and Staff are due tc 

disputes about post-test year plant in the Sun City Water district, recovery of costs under an 

agreement the Company has with the City of Glendale affecting the Sun City West Wastewater 

district, and calculation of cash working capital in each of the districts. 

The Council did not present rate base schedules, but recommends reductions to the rate bases 

recommended by the Company, RUCO and Staff for the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater and 

Anthem Water districts.23 The Council’s recommended reductions are related to its position on the 

Company’s refund payments made to Pulte and to its position on the Northwest Plant allocations 

3etween AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater and the Sun City West Wastewater districts. 

B. Post Test Year Plant (Sun City Water) 

The application proposes inclusion in plant in service of a new Weil 5.1 which was 

:ompleted in May 2009 to replace a retired well in the Sun City Water district, at a cost of 

;1,587,149.24 The Company’s witness testified that Arizona-American completed this project on an 

:xpedited basis and under budget in May 2009, which helped to ensure an adequate water supply for 

he peak summer season.25 

RUCO recommends that Well 5.1 not be allowed in plant in service because RUCO believes 

ts inclusion would violate the matching principle, and there are no exceptional or extraordinary 

ircumstances that would justify its inclusion.26 RUCO argues that the project’s cost is not 

ignificant enough to justify a departure from the requirement that plant be in service during the test 

ear, because it comprises just 0.47 percent of the combined gross utility plant in service in this rate 

ase filing.” 

Id 
Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Joseph Gross (Exh. A-9) at 2. 
Phase I Tr. at 525-26. 
RUCO Br. at 5. 
I d ;  Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-10) at 7. 

72047 1 1  DECISION NO. 



I 

I 

( 

1( 

11 

1; 

1: 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DOCKET NO. W-O1303A-09-0333 ET AL. 

Staff disagrees with RUCO’s recommendation to exclude Well 5.1 from plant in service.” 

Staff recommends that Well 5. I be included in plant in service because the old Well 5.1 was retired 

in 2007 and abandoned in 2008, the new Well 5.1 was in service at the time of Staffs inspection, 

md is used and useful.29 

The Company argues that Well 5.1 meets criteria under which the Commission has allowed 

iost-test year plant in rate base, because the project cost is significant and substantial, representing 

ipproximately 5.6 percent of the Sun City Water district’s rate base; is revenue neutral; and that the 

iroject was prudent and necessary to provide adequate water supply to customers during the summer 

)eak demand period in 2009.30 

The construction of Well 5.1 was necessary in order to replace an aged retired well in order 

D provide continuous, reliable and adequate service to customers. Staff has verified that it is in 

ervice and that it is used to provide service to existing customers. We agree with Staff and the 

Jompany that it is reasonable and appropriate to include Well 5.1 in rate base at this time. 

C. City of Glendale Sewage Transportation Agreement - 99’h Avenue Interceptor 
Replacement Costs (Sun City Wastewater) 

Arizona-American has long been a party to a City of Glendale Sewage Transportation 

igreement (“Glendale Agreement”), by which the Company acquired rights from the City of 

;lendale to utilize the 99’ Avenue Interceptor to transport sewage from the Sun City Wastewater 

istrict to the Tolleson Treatment Plant.31 The 99’ Avenue Interceptor is a sewer trunk main that is 

w e d  by multiple m~nicipali t ies.~~ The Company’s participation in the Glendale Agreement has 

rovided it with a cost-effective means to transport Sun City Wastewater sewage flows instead of 

Instructing its own treatment 

In November 2009, the Company received an invoice in the amount of $917,906.09 for 

Co. Br. at 8-9; Staff Br. at 5. 
Direct Testimony of Staff witness Dorothy Hains (EA. S-7) at 13. 
Co. Br. at 8. 
Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Miles Kiger (EA. A-14) at 2 and Exhibit MHK-1R. 
Phase I Tr. at 550-5 1. 
Id. 
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replacement costs related to the 99‘ Avenue Interceptor incurred prior to that date.34 The Compan; 

paid the invoice on April 2, 2010.35 At the hearing, the Company provided the testimony of Mr 

Weber, an employee of the City of Glendale, who discussed the replacement costs and the proces: 

the City of Glendale used to validate the costs prior to invoicing Arizona-American for its 

proportionate 

The Company requested an accounting order authorizing the deferral of $917,906 in capital 

improvement costs for the Company’s proportionate share of the 99* Avenue Interceptor project 

inder the Glendale Agreement.37 The Company stated that their requested treatment is similar to the 

m t s  included in rate components 3 and 4 of the Tolleson Agreement for which the Company 

>btained an accounting order from the Commiss i~n .~~  

Staff recommends denial of the request for an accounting order. Staffs witness testified that 

ieferral is unnecessary, because the proper classification ratemaking treatment of the 99h Avenue 

nterceptor costs is known at this time, unlike the Tolleson Agreement costs.39 During Phase I1 of 

he hearing, after having an opportunity to consider the testimony presented during Phase I, Staffs 

vitness testified that capitalization of the costs as prescribed by the Uniform System of Accounts 

“USOA”) and generally accepted accounting principles (“GAAP”) provides for appropriate cost 

~ o v e r y . ~ ~  Staff recommends that the amounts paid by the Company under its agreement with the 

lity of Glendale to use the 99‘h Avenue Interceptor for sewer transport be treated as a capital lease, 

nd should be included in rate base for the Sun City Wastewater di~trict .~’ Staffdetermined that the 

‘ompany’s payment for 100 percent of the 99* Avenue Interceptor’s capacity it uses equals the fair 

h e  of the invoiced improvement cost, such that the $91 7,906 in capital improvement costs should 

: capitalized beginning on the date the replacement became effective.42 Staff recommends that 

34 Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Miles Kiger (Exh. A-14) at 2 and Exhibit MIX-2R. 

16 Phase I Tr. at 458-464. 
Phase 1 Tr. at 135; Exh. A-24. 

” Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Miles Kiger (Ed. A-14) at 2. 
Id. at 2-3. i8 

i9 Phase I1 Tr. at 973. 
’O Id at 970-971. 
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because the replacement was performed primarily before, but also during and shortly after the test 

year, that the replacement costs should be included in rate base, net of accumulated depreciation 

using the authorized depreciation rate for the plant account in which the replacement costs are 

recorded.43 

The Company accepted Staffs position on the 9 9 ~  Avenue Interceptor replacement costs. 

RUCO does not object to inclusion of identified 99* Avenue Interceptor test year replacement costs 

,n rate base, but did not include any of the costs in its final schedules, because during Phase I of the 

iearing, RUCO’s witness was unable to readily identi@ the test year amount from the Company’s 

iearing exhibit.44 

Staffs recommended treatment of the of $917,906 in capital improvement costs, net of 

iccumulated depreciation, for the Company’s proportionate share of the 99‘h Avenue hterceptor 

iroject under the Glendale Agreement, is reasonable and will be adopted. 

D. Cash Working Capital (All Districts) 

In preparing its cash working capital requirement for this case, the Company performed a 

eadilag study.45 A utility must have cash on hand to finance cost of service in the time period 

)etween when service is rendered and associated revenues are collected, and the cash working 

.apital component of a utility’s working capital allowance measures the amount of investor-supplied 

apital necessary for a utility to meet this need. A leadhag study measures the actual lead and lag 

lays attributable to individual revenue and expense items, and is the most accurate way to measure 

he cash working capital requirement. Revenue lag days are determined by measuring the amount of 

[me between provision of services and the receipt of payment for those services. Expense lag days 

re determined by measuring the time between the incurrence of expenses and the payment of those 

bligations. Expense lag days offset revenue lag days. The resulting cash working capital amount is 

dded to or subtracted from the Company’s rate base. 

The parties’ cash working capital recommendations as represented in their final schedules 

Staff Br. at 10. 
RUCO Reply Br. at 12, citing to Phase I Tr. at 932-933. 
Direct Testimony of Company witness Linda J. Gutowski (EA. A-17) at 3. 
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are as follows, by district: 
Anthem/ 

Anthem Sun City Agua Fria 
Water Water Wastewater 

Company $200,095 $627,027 $336,115 

Staff $(59,108) $272,78 1 $5,948 

RUCO I $36,104 1 $415,091 1 $198,901 

Sun City Sun City West 

$255,760 $3 1 1,580 

$9,426 $1 16,869 

Wastewater Wastewater 

$102,182 $198,822 

1. Expense Lag - Management Fees 

The Company uses a shared services model through which it procures certain management 

Zervices through an affiliate, American Water Works Services Company (“Service Company”). 

The Company pays management fees for its share of services a month in advance, and the Service 

Zompany uses the payments to pay payroll, rent, insurance, utilities, and other expenses.46 The 

Zompany states that it makes the advance payments pursuant to a 1989 agreement with the Service 

Jompany.47 The Service Company bills Arizona-American in advance, and on the following bill, 

rues up the actual amount charged for the prior month, with a credit for any interest earned by the 

jervice Company.48 The Company calculated a lead of 1 1.25 days for the expense lag as it relates 

o management fees.49 The Company’s witness testified that 1 I .25 lead days is reflective of the 

:ompany’s actual lead days for payment of management fees to its service company affiliate.50 The 

:ompany’s witness stated that the payments are made in advance because the Service Company has 

IO water or sewer customers; and that the Service Company is an “at cost” affiliate, and that without 

he advance payments, the Service Company’s working capital costs would increase and 

1 

Rebuttal Testimony of Company wimess Linda J. Gutowski (Exh. A-1 8) at 10; Phase I Tr. at 589. 
Id. Ms. Gutowski’s testimony states that Article IV, BILLING PROCEDURES, Section 4.1 of the 1989 Service 

ompany agreement states: 
As soon as practicable after the last day of each month, Service Company shall render a bill to Water 
Company for all amounts due from Water Company for services and expenses each month plus an 
amount equal to the estimated cost of such services and expenses for the current month . . . All 
amounts so billed shall reflect the credit for payments made on the estimated portion of the prior bill 
and shall be paid by Water Company within a reasonable time after receipt of the bill therefore. 
(emphasis added by Ms. Gutowski.) 

Phase I Tr. at 389, 760. 
Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Linda J. Gutowski (EA. A-18) at 10; Exh. A-30. 
Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Linda J. Gutowski (Exh. A-1 8) at 1 1. . .  
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subsequently be passed on to Arizona-American.” The Company‘s witness testified that given the 

unique nature of the business relationship between Arizona-American and the Service Company, the 

terms of the agreement are reasonable.s2 The Company argues that because this piece of the expense 

lag is based on the Company’s actual experience, it should be accepted by the Commi~s ion .~~ The 

Company’s witness also testified that its calculation in this case used the same kind of lead days 

used in the 2008 Working Capital calculation that was approved as part of Decision No. 71410.54 

Staff disagrees with the Company’s calculation of a lead of 1 1.25 days for the expense lag as 

It relates to management fees. Staff witnesses testified that lead/lag days should not be based on 

Internal agreements made between the Company and its unregulated Staff argues that 

Nere the Service Company not an affiliate, the procurement and payment services would be at arms’ 

ength, and might be more commercially rea~onable .~~ Staff expressed concern that the use of an 

nternal agreement to calculate lead/lag days might result in a situation where an unregulated utility 

iffiliate may expect payments even sooner than one month in advance, or prepayment of 

nanagement fees, with ratepayers supporting this internal circumstance through cash working 

:apita~.’~ 

Staff further argues that the cash working capital approved in Decision No. 71410 was based 

m a lead of 3.88 days for management expenses, and not 11.25 lead days as implied by the 

Zompany’s statement that the same type of lead days were used in that case.58 Staff rccommends 

hat the Company’s proposed 11.25 lead days be disregarded in the calculation of cash working 

a~i ta l .~’  Staff does not recommend using the 3.88 lead days allowed in Decision No. 71410, 

iecause no lead/lag study was performed to establish the payment pattern of the aaliate service 

~. 

Id. at 10. 
fd at 10-1 I ,  
Co. Br. at 15. 
Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Linda J. Gutowski (Exh. A-1 8) at 1 1 .  
Surrebuttal Testimony of Staff witnesses Gerald Becker (Exh. S-10) at 5, and Gany McMuny (Exh. S-6) at 4. 
Staff Reply Br. at 2. 
Surrebuttal Testimony of Staff witnesses Gerald Becker (Exh. S-10) at 5, and Gamy McMuny (Exh. S-6) at 4; Staff 

eply Br. at 3 
Staff Br. at 4. 
Surrebuttal Testimony of Staff witnesses Gerald Becker (Exh. S-10) at 6: and Gany McMuny (Exh. S-6) at 5. 
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provided. 6o 

RUCO also argues that the prepayment of aMiliate management fees is unreasonable and 

constitutes overreaching because affiliated transactions are not arms’ length transactions, and 

recommends that the lag applied to management fees be adjusted to commercially reasonable 

terms.6’ 

2. Revenue Lag 

RUCO disagrees with the Company’s proposed collection lag.62 For the test year, the 

Company calculated an average of 26.1 collection lag days di~trict-wide.~~ The collection lag is the 

calculation of the time from the billing date to the date collections are received.64 RUCO 

recommends instead that twenty collection lag days be used in calculating the Company’s cash 

working capital, because the due date for payment of billings for water and wastewater service is 

twenty days and does not differ by the type of customer, and that the Company’s proposed revenue 

lags assume that customers, on average, throughout the year, are not complying with the payment 

:erm~.~’ RUCO argues that the Company’s revenue lags are excessive and should be rejected.66 

The Company responds that RUCO’s recommendation for a twenty day collection lag, based 

iolely on the due date of each bill, ignores the realities of the collection process and should not be 

~dopted.~’ The Company explains that while each bill is sent out with a due date that is twenty days 

lfter the billing date, the Commission’s rules and the Company’s tariffs contemplate that payment 

nay be made after the due date, with a late payment fee to be charged after the twenty-fifth day.68 

ifter that time, the Company also attempts to provide customers with additional notices prior to 

li~connection.~~ The Company asserts that in light of its collection process, and the Company’s 

) Staff Br. at 4. 

.eply Br. at 6 .  
’ Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-10) at 12-22; RUCO Br. at 10. 

RUCO Br. at 10-1 1, citing to Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-IO) at 25-26,28; RUCO I 

Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Linda J. Gutowski (Exh. A-l 8 )  at 9. 
Phase I Tr. at 586. 

’ RUCO Br. at 7-8, 1 1 ,  citing to Direct Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-9) at 21 and Surrebuttal 
estimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-1 0) at 1 I .  
’ RUCO Br. at 10; RUCO Reply Br. at 6. 
Co. Br. at 14. 
Co. Br. at 13, citing to Exh. A-36. 
Phase I Tr. at 587-88. 
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increasing number of charge-offs, a collection lag of 26.1 days is reasonable and appropriate.” 

Staff did not brief this issue. 

3. Conclusion 

We fully agree with RUCO and Staff that the Company’s internal arrangement with it: 

unregulated affiliate should not dictate its need for cash working capital. However, we are no1 

:onvinced, based on the record in this proceeding, that inclusion of the 26.1 collection lag days in 

he cash working capital calculation is inappropriate. Overall, we find that Staff‘s proposed cash 

working capital is the most reasonable and appropriate recommendation in light of the facts 

)resented, and will adopt it. 

We find that a reasonable and appropriate mount  of cash working capital for the districts for 

wrposes of this proceeding is as follows: 
I Anthem/ I I 

Anthem Suncity AguaFria Sun City Sun City West 
Water Water Wastewater wastewater Wastewater 

1 $(66,082) I $268,966 I $7,650 I $10,661 1 $1 14,920 

E. Allocation of Northwest Valley Treatment Plant (AnthemlAgua Fria 
Wastewater and Sun City West Wastewater) 

The Northwest Valley Regional Water Reclamation Facility (“Northwest Valley”) treats 

rastewater flows from both the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district and the Sun City West 

rastewater district. In Decision No. 70209 (March 20, 2008), the Company was ordered to allocate 

8 percent of the Northwest Valley plant costs to the Sun City West Wastewater di~trict.~’ Decision 

‘0. 70372 (June 13, 2008) ordered the allocation of 32 percent of the Northwest Valley plant costs 

1 the Anthem/Agua Fria Wastewater 

Based on its growth projections in this proceeding, Staff recommends that the Northwest 

alley plant be allocated 28 percent to the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district and 72 percent to 

Co. Br. at 14. 
Decision No. 70209 at 5 .  
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the Sun City West Wastewater The Company and RUCO are in agreement with Staffs 

recommended allocation. 

Staff conducted a linear regression analysis, using actual and projected growth numbers, to 

determine that the Sun City West Wastewater district could have approximately 15,055 customers 

by the end of 2013, and will use approximately 72 percent of the Northwest Valley plant’s 

capacity.74 Staff anticipates rapid growth in the Northeast Agua Fria area known as Corte Bella, 

which lies within the Agua Fria Wastewater district, but whose flows are treated by the Northwest 

Valley plant due to its p r ~ x i m i t y . ~ ~  Staffs growth analysis for the Corte Bella area was not 

3erformed with linear regression, due to the unavailability of sufficient data points, as Staff had 

iccess to accurate growth numbers for that area only for 2007 and 2008.76 Using the available 

;rowth numbers for 2007 and 2008, Staff projected that 28 percent of the Northwest Plant’s capacity 

Nil1 be needed to serve customers in the Northeast Agua Fria area.77 

The Council disagrees with Staffs recommended Northwest Valley plant allocation.78 The 

2ouncil argues that Staffs customer growth projections are inaccurate in light of the current 

luggish real estate market that the Council believes will likely experience a sustained delay in 

ec0ve1-y.~~ The Council asserts that its witness Mr. Neidlinger’s growth projection appropriately 

ccounts for recent and continuing reductions in customer growth rates due to the foreseeable 

ustained flat housing market, and should be adopted in lieu of Staffs growth projections.“ 

Staff contends that Mr. Neidlinger’s assertion that Staffs projection was based on the 

ssumption that there were no customers in the Northeast Agua Fria area at the end of 2004 is 

Decision No. 70372 at 12. 
Phase I Tr. at 767,770; Direct Testimony of Staff witness Dorothy Hains (Exh. S-7) at Exhibit DMH-6 at 5. 
Direct Testimony of Staff witness Dorothy Hains (Exh. S-7) at Exhibit DMH-6 at 5. 
Staff Br. at 8. 
Phase I Tr. at 793,798. 
Direct Testimony of Staff witness Dorothy Hains (Exh. S-7) at Exhibit DMHd at 5, fn 3. 
Swrebu,t&al Testimony of Dan Neidlinger (Exh. Anthem-3) at 6; Council Br. at 12-13; Council Reply Br. at 13-15. 
Council Reply Br. at 13. 
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incorrect.8’ Staff states that Mr. Neidlinger’s growth analysis completely disregarded the customer 

counts for the years 2005 and 2006, based on his assumption that it would be unrealistic to use them 

because they don’t represent what is going to happen in the future in the area.82 Staff argues that by 

disregarding the customer counts for the years 2005 and 2006, the Council’s methodology does not 

give an accurate portrayal of growth in the area, and would result in a skewed a l l ~ c a t i o n . ~ ~  Staff 

ugues that while projecting growth is not an exact science, Staffs growth projections are more 

reflective of fbture growth, and Staff’s allocation recommendation is r e a s ~ n a b l e . ~ ~  

The Company has accepted Staffs allocation of the Northwest Valley plant, and states that 

staffs more moderate adjustment to the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district will lead to less 

idjustment in the f i~ tu re ,~~  and that extensive back-and-forth modification of the allocation 

3ercentage based on real estate cycles is not good public policy.s6 

Staff used a reasonable methodology for its growth projections in this case. Staffs growth 

irojection methodology was based on available facts and is more likely to reflect future growth than 

he methodology advocated by the Council. We find that Staffs growth projection methodology 

esults in a reasonable estimate for the allocation of the Northwest Valley plant, and will therefore 

idopt it . 

F. Anthem Infrastructure Agreement (Anthem Water and AnthedAgua Fria 
Wastewater) 

1. Background 

In 1997, Arizona-American’s predecessor Citizens Utilities Company (“Citizens”) and Del 

Nebb Corporation (“Del Webb”), the predecessor of Pulte Corporation (“Pulte”), and subsidiaries of 

’Id at 14. 

! Phase I Tr. at 873. 
’ Staff Reply Br. at 3. 

I Co. Br. at 15; Co. Reply Br. at 6. 
’ Co. Br. at 16; Phase I Tr. at 146-47. 

Staff Br. at 9. I 

Staff Br. at 9. I 
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Citizens and Del Webb87 entered into an Agreement for the Villages at Desert Hills 

Watermastewater Agreement (“lnfi-astructure Agreement” or “Agreement”) regarding the 

construction and funding of the extensive new water and wastewater infrastructure required to serve 

the master-planned community of Anthems8 Under the Agreement, Del Webb was to fund much of 

:he water and wastewater infrastructure, and Arizona-American would eventually have to refund Del 

Webb’s advanced funds in accordance with Exhibit B of the Agreement, with a large balloon 

Iayment when build-out occurred. Only after projects were completed and refunds made to Pulte 

3id the plant become eligible for inclusion in rate base. 

In October 1997, Citizens, DistCo and TreatCo filed a joint application in Docket No. UT- 

11032A-97-0599 et al. for a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity (“CC&N’) to provide water 

md wastewater utility service to the planned community development that ultimately became known 

IS Anthem. That application specifically sought approval of the Infrastructure Agreement. On June 

9, 1998, Decision No. 60975 was issued in’that docket granting Citizens a water and wastewater 

X&N for the Anthem service territory. Decision No. 60975 adopted the recommendation made by 

;taff that the Commission not consider any determination regarding the requested approval of the 

nfrastructure Agreement.” 

Over the course of the build-out at Anthem, there were several modifications to the 

igreement. The first modification was the November 30, 1998 Letter Agreement.go In the Letter 

Lgreement, Del Webb agreed in part to compensate Citizens for the additional costs and reduced 

:venues resulting from the requirements of Decision No. 60975. The Letter Agreement established 

ten-year revenue stream from Del Webb to Citizens in recognition of the difference between what 

ad been agreed to by the parties to the Agreement and the requirements of Decision No. 60975. 

The second modification to the Infrastructure Agreement was by the First Amendment, dated 

The original parties to the Agreement were Del Webb and its subsidiary The Villages at Desert Hills, Inc. (as the 
nthem project was called at the time), Citizens, and Citizens’ subsidiaries Citizens Water Services Company of Arizona 
DistCo”), and Citizens Water Resources Company of Arizona (“TreatCo”). 
A copy of the Agreement was admitted into the record of Docket No. WS-1303A-06-0403 as Exhibit A-16. During 
e hearing in this matter, on April 20, 2010, administrative notice was taken of Decision No. 70372 (June 13: 2008) 
;ued in Docket No. WS-1303A-06-0403, and the entire record of Docket No. WS-1303A-06-0403. 
Decision No. 60975 at 6, 10. 
A copy of the Letter Agreement was admitted into the record of Docket No. WS-1303A-06-0403 as Exhibit 
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May 8, 2000.9’ The purpose of the First Amendment was to add the 195-acre Jacka Parcel acquired 

by Del Webb to the Anthem project and required the parties to take certain actions related to the 

addition of the land parcel to Anthem. 

In May 2000, Citizens, TreatCo and DistCo filed a an application to extend the CC&Ns in 

the Anthem service area to include the Jacka Parcel and requested approval of the First Amendment 

to the Infrastructure Agreement. On March 13, 2001, the Commission issued Decision No. 63445 

3pproving the CC&N extension application and the First Amendment. 

In December 2000, Citizens again requested approval of the Infrastructure Agreement, in 

:onnection with an application to delete an area in the City of Phoenix fiom its certificated territory. 

[n that case, Citizens argued that the Commission had approved the Infrastructure Agreement by its 

ipproval of the First Amendment in Decision No. 63445. On June 5, 2002, the Commission issued 

Decision No. 64897 in which it did not approve the Infrastructure Agreement, and specifically found 

.hat ‘‘[alpproVal of the addition of the Jacka Parcel in Decision No. 63445 did not result in approval 

if the underlying Infrastructure Agreement that the Commission declined to approve in Decision 

\Jo. 60975.”92 

In November and December of 2002, Arizona-American filed applications in Docket Nos. 

WS-01303A-02-0867 et al. requesting rate adjustments for several of its districts, including its 

2nthem Water and AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater districts. A refimd payment was included in the 

ate filing.93 Decision No. 67093 was issued in that docket on June 30,2004. 

The third modification to the Infrastructure Agreement was the Second Amendment, dated 

September 21, 2000.94 The Second Amendment revised the Capacity Reservation Section 3.2 of the 

igreement and adjusted the equivalent residential unit (“ERU”) benchmarks due to the withdrawal 

If the portion of Anthem located within the City of Phoenix from the Arizona-American CC&N, 

ad  the addition of the Jacka Parcel to the CC&N. The Second Amendment also addressed the 

A copy of the First Amendment was admitted into the record of Docket No. WS-1303A-06-0403 as Exhibit A-18. 
Decision No. 64897, Findings of Fact No. 7. ’ Staff Br. at 13. ’ A copy of the Second Amendment was admitted into the record of Docket No. WS-1303A-06-0403 as Exhibit A-19. 
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effect of the Phoenix Agreement, and other matters. The Second Amendment included a consent by 

Del Webb to the assignment by Citizens of its rights and obligations under the Infrastructure 

Agreement to Arizona-American. 

On September 27, 200 1, Citizens, Arizona-American, Del Webb and Anthem Arizona LLC 

Entered into the Refund Coordination Agreement:’ which addressed the allocation of 

responsibilities between Citizens (including TreatCo and DistCo) and Arizona-American. It also 

idopted a new schedule for the calculation and allocation of refunds. 

The fourth modification to the Infrastructure Agreement, the Third Amendment, dated 

Iecember 12, 2002,96 increased the water allocation under the Ak-Chin Lease and again recognized 

4rizona-American’s substitution for Citizens in the Infrastructure Agreement. 

In June and August of 2006, Arizona-American filed applications in Docket Nos. WS- 

)1303A4-06-0403 et al. requesting rate adjustments for its Anthem Water and AnthedAgua Fria 

Wastewater districts. The Council participated as an intervenor in that prior rate case. 

Prior to the conclusion of that rate case, on or about October 8,2007, Arizona-American and 

’ulte entered into the Fourth Amendment to the Agreement. The Fourth Amendment was intended 

o address Commission concerns and Arizona-American’s financial circumstances by providing 

urther rate relief to Anthem customers, utilizing the following measures: 

1. Pulte agreed to delay the final true-up payment by approximately six months, ,until 
March 3 1,2008; 

2. Puke agreed to reduce the total refundable developer advance by $1.5 million; and 

3 .  Pulte agreed to defer for two years, without interest, 25 percent of the true-up 
payment that would otherwise have been due at build-out. 

As in this case, in the prior rate case including the Anthem and AntherdAgua Fria 

Jastewater districts, in Docket No. WS-1303A-06-0403, numerous public comments, both oral and 

?itten, were received in opposition to the requested rate increase. Also, as in this case, the public 

A copy of the Refund Coordination Agreement was admitted into the record of Docket No. WS-l303A-06-0403 as 
vhibit A-2 1 .  
A copy of the Re 
chibit A-20. 

Coordination Agreement was admitted into the record of Docket No. W‘S-1303A-06-0403 as 
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comments expressed displeasure that the Company’s proposed rates reflected repayment by 

Arizona-American to Pulte for infrastructure costs paid by Pulte, and particularly, that existence of 

the advances was not disclosed to homebuyers at the time of purchase. 

On June 1.3, 2008, the Commission issued Decision No. 70372 in Docket No. WS-1303A- 

06-0403. Decision No. 70372 included in rate base the developer refunds Arizona-American had 

made and for which it requested recovery in that case. Decision No. 73072 stated: 

We take the public comment received in this case seriously and recognize the gravity 
of the customers’ concerns regarding the infrastructure costs required to provide 
water and wastewater utility services for the Anthem community. At this time, no 
party has alleged, and we do not find, that the Company’s repayment of developer 
advances under the Anthem Agreements has been imprudent or improper. . . . . 

Our determination in this case is not intended to have any bearing on our 
determination in any subsequent case filed by the Company for these districts 
regarding the reasonableness of the Company’s agreement to refund to Pulte almost 
all of the costs required to construct Anthem’s water infra~tructure.~~ 

Decision No. 73072 ordered the Company to ensure that the term of the Fourth Amendment 

o the Infrastructure Agreement deferring 25 percent of the true-up payment due from Arizona- 

her ican  would inure to the benefit of ratepayers by an appropriate choice of test year for filing its 

iext rate case.98 

2. Pulte Refund True-Up Pavments at Issue in this Proceeding 

On June 29, 2007, Arizona-American rehnded $3,068,300.57 of advances due to Pulte 

)ursuant to the Infrastructure Agreement and the subsequent amendments theret~.’~ Of that amount, 

;2,147,8 10.40 was for water and $920,490.17 was for wastewater.”’ On March 3 1, 2008, pursuant 

o the terms of the Infkastructure Agreement and subsequent amendments thereto, as modified by the 

;ourth Amendment described above, Arizona-American refimded $20,226,122 of the advances due 

o Pulte at build-out of the Anthem community, which occurred in September 2007.101 Of that 

Decision No. 73072 at 43. 7 

’ Id. at 62. 
’ Exh. Anthem-7. 

Id. 
Id; Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Paul Townsley (Exh. A-4) at 10; Direct Testimony of Company witness ) I  

aul Townsley (EA. A-3) at 9. 
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amount, $14,889,798.55 was for water and $5,336,323.45 was for wastewater.lo2 On March 31, 

20 10, Arizona-American paid Pulte the remaining 25 percent of the deferred interest-free payment, 

$6,742,04 1 , pursuant to the terms of the Infrastructure Agreement and subsequent amendments 

thereto, as modified by Fourth Amendment described above.Io3 Of that amount, $4,719,428.70 was 

for water and $2,022,612.30 was for ~ a s t e w a t e r . ’ ~ ~  The Company is not seeking recovery of the 

March 3 1,201 0 refund payment in this proceeding. lo’ 

3. Council’s Proposed Exclusion of Refunds from Rate Base 

Prior to commencement of the evidentiary hearing in this case, the Council filed a pre- 

hearing memorandum alleging that the Infrastructure Agreement constituted an evidence of 

indebtedness as contemplated in A.R.S. $$ 40-301 tq 303. The Council also argues that the 

[nfrastructure Agreement is a main extension agreement as contemplated by A.A.C. R14-2-406. 

Based on the fact that the Company did not obtain Commission approval pursuant to A A.R.S. $5 

10-301 to 303 and A.A.C. R14-2-406, the Council requests that the Company’s 2007 repayment of 

E3,068,30@.57 and 2008 repayment of $20,226,122 to Pulte for infrastructure costs pursuant to the 

hfrastructure Agreement be excluded from rate base and receive no ratemaking The 

Zouncil accordingly proposes adjustments reducing the rate base of the Anthem Water district by 

~17,037,609, and reducing the rate base of the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district by 

66,256,81 3.’07 

The Company argues that the Council’s position is not only entirely void of legal merit but 

iiso manifestly unfair, because the refund payments represent investment in plant found used and 

iseful in providing service to the Anthem cornmunity.lo8 Arizona-American states that it is legally 

ntitled to a fair return on and of the investment jt has made in the used and usefid plant, and that the 

Zouncil does not provide any reasons that justify a d i s a l l o w a n ~ e . ~ ~ ~  The Company states that 

l2 Exh. Anthem-7. 

’ Exh. Anthem-7. 
Id.; Direct Testimony of Company witness Paul Townsley (Exh. A-3) at 9. 

Phase I Tr. at 241-42. 
Council Br. at 1-7; Council Reply Br. at 2; Council Final Schedules. 

)’ Council Final Schedules. 

l3 

15 

16 

Co. Reply Br. at 10. )8  

* Id 

25 DECISION NO. 72047 



I 

! 

1( 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DOCKET NO. W-O1303A-09-0343 ET AL. 

ratepayers in the Anthem community have enjoyed the benefits of the system since 1998 without the 

full carrying cost of that system being reflected in rates, and that the Company has not earned any 

return on the investments it has made in Anthem since 2003.’” The Company contends that 

although some in the Anthem community believe that they were misled by Del Webb/’Pulte Homes 

when they purchased their homes, that issue is appropriately addressed in the pending class action 

lawsuit against Pulte in federal court, and not in this proceeding.’” 

RUCO states that the refund payments the Company made constitute infrastructure costs, 

which are legitimate costs of service, and that in fairness, the Company should be able to recover its 

legitimate costs.’12 

It is Staffs position that all of the plant for which Arizona-American paid Pulte is used aql 

iseful, and Staffs recommendations in this case accordingly include the plant in rate base.’ l 3  Staff 

igrees with RUCO that the infrastructure costs at issue are legitimate costs of service and that the 

Zompany should be allowed to recover those costs.’’4 Staff states that the Council’s argument is 

:ffectively a request that plant be disallowed, and that the Council has not alleged a legally sound 

)asis upon which to alter the ratemaking treatment of the refund payments.’ 

a. Whether the Infrastructure Agreement Constitutes “Evidence of 
Indebtedness” Pursuant to A.R.S. $6 40-301 through 40-303 

The Council alleges that the Infrastructure Agreement constitutes an evidence of 

ndebtedness as contemplated in A.R.S. 8 40-301 et seq. Based on the fact that the Company did not 

lbtain Commission approval of the Infrastructure Agreement pursuant to A.R.S. 99 40-301 to 303, 

ie Council requests that the Company’s 2007 and 2008 repayment of advances totaling 

23,294,422 by Arizona-American to Pulte pursuant to the Infrastructure Agreement be excluded 

‘om rate base and receive no ratemaking recognition. 

The Company states that the Commission’s prior Decisions declining to approve or 

Co. Reply Br at 3, citing to Phase I Tr. at 299-300. 
Co. Reply Br. at 2. 

* RUCO Br. at 41. 
Staff Br. at 16. 

1 Staff Reply Br. at 7. 
Staff Br. at 12. 

I 

5 
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disapprove the Infrastructure Agreement indicate that it is a “private contract,” and not the type of 

agreement that requires Commission The Company states that the Council has not 

provided a single example of the Commission treating an agreement of the nature of the 

Infrastructure Agreement as “evidence of indebtedness” under A.R.S. $6 40-301 to 303, that to the 

Company’s knowledge the Commission has not done so, and that if the Commission were to now 

Ehange course and require prior approval under these statutes, nearly every existing main extension 

md line extension agreement in the State of Arizona would become in~al id .”~  The Company 

xsserts that proper statutory construction’ ’ * and application of pertinent equitable  principle^"^ also 

:ompel the conclusion that the Infrastructure Agreement does not constitute ”evidence of 

ndebtedness.” 

The Company additionally states that the Ipfrastructure Agreement is not required to be 

reated as debt under GAAP and is not booked as such, which the Company argues is a strong 

ndication that it is not “evidence of indebtedness,” citing to Commission Decision No. 69947.’20 

The Council charges that by referencing Decision No. 69947’s reference to GAAP treatment being 

ndicative of “evidence of indebtedness” the Company “erroneously extends the scope of the 

:ommission’s application of GAAP in order to reach the conclusion Arizona-American desires in 

his proceeding.”12’ We disagree. The declaratory order APS sought in that case, and which the 

:ommission declined to issue, would have allowed A P S  to exclude from treatment as debt two 

.greements which were classified as long-term debt per GAAF’.’22 Instead of issuing the requested 

leclaratory order, Decision No. 69947 set out guidelines for the Company to follow in the event of 

Co. Br. at 22; Co. Reply Br. at 10-1 1. ’ Co. Br. at 22,24; Co. Reply Br. at 10. 
Co. Br. at 22-24. 
Id. at 24-25. 
Id at 22, citing to In Re APS, Docket No. B-01345A-06-0779, Decision NO. 69947 (October 30, 2007) at 10-13 

ndicating that GAAP guides the determination as to whether an “evidence of indebtedness” exists), and at 11, fn 16 
‘GAAP status is the determinant for compliance filings and how the condition test for issuance of debt or equity is 
dculated.”). Decision No. 69947 ruled on an APS request for general financing authority, and denied APS’s request 
ir “a declaratory order that confirms that only traditional indebtedness for borrowed money constitutes an ‘evidence of 
Idebtedness’ under A.R.S. $5 40-301 and 40-302 and that such other arrangements do not require prior Commission 
ithorization and do not count against the Continuing Long-Term Debt or Continuing Short-Term debt authorizations 
:quested in the application.” Decision No. 69947 at 1-2. ’ Council Reply Br. at 3. 

I6 

0 

Decision No. 69947 at I 1. 
- ~ _ _ ^ - - -  
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changes in GAAP or changes in interpretation of GAAP.lz3 

The Company argues that because A.R.S. $9 40-301 to 303 restrict a public utility’s right to 

contract, they must be narrowly construed and must not be extended to transactions outside their 

plain terms,124 and that under the statutory doctrine of ejusdem generis, the phrase “other evidence 

of indebtedness” must be interpreted in light of the character of other terms that precede it,’” which 

in this case are “stocks,” “stock certificates,” “bonds,” and “notes.”126 The Company states that 

agreements such as the Infrastructure Agreement are not designed for the purpose of building up the 

utility’s general and permanent capital structure like an issuance of stock, but rather serve the 

specific and limited purpose of placing the risks of development on the developer rather than the 

public ~ t i1 i ty . I~~  The Council advances the argument that the Infrastructure Agreement constitutes a 

Financing agreement whereby Pulte financed the construction of Anthem’s water and wastewater 

Facilities through an interest-free loan, and that Arizona-American secured its indebtedness to Pulte 

rhrough the issuance of two letters of credit.I2* In regard to.the Council’s reliance on United States 

v. Austin, the securities case cited by the Council in support of its position, the Company does not 

2elieve it provides relevant or persuasive authority, because it involves interpretation of the federal 

securities laws, which are of a different nature and purpose than a state law regulating a public 

Itility’s debt and equity.’29 The Company states that the Infrastructure Agreement was a private 

:ontract prescribing the terms of the parties’ agreement, including a schedule for refund of funds 

dvanced, and the fact that it was backed by letters of credit does not alter its character in that 

?’Id. at 17-18. 
24 Co. Br. at 23, citing to, e.g., Webster Mfg. Co. v. Byrnes, 207 Cal 630,637 (Cal. 1929) (analogous California statute) 
“The right of contract is by the statute abridged to a certain extent and no reason exists for making an application of the 
itatute not plainly warranted by the language employed in it.”), and Wis. So. Gus Co. v. Pub. Serv. Comm ‘n, 57 Wis. 2d 
i43,648 (Wis. 1973) (reasoning that similar Wisconsin statute should be “reasonably construed and [not applied] to 
ransactions not clearly covered” by statutory language) (internal quotation marks omitted), 
*’ Co. Br. at 23, citing to Wilderness World Inc. v. Dep’t cfRevenue, 182 Ariz. 196, 199 (Ariz. 1995) (L‘where general 
vords follow the enumeration of particular classes of persons or things, the general words should be construed as 
ipplicable only to persons or things of the same general nature or class of those enumerated.”). 
26 Co. Br. at 23. *’ Co. Reply Br. at 1 1. 
28 Council Br. at 5 ,  citing to U.S. v Austin, 462 F.2d 724, 736 ( IOth Cir. 1072) (citing Kefler v. Cify ofScrunton, 49 A. 
‘81,782 (1901) and Nelson v. Wilson, 264 P. 679, 682 (1928) for the proposition that the term “evidence of indebtedness 
s not limited to a promissory note or other simple acknowledgement of a debt owing and is held to include all 
:ontractual obligations to pay in the future for consideration presently received.”); Council Reply Br. at 4-5. 
29 Co. Br. at 12. 

- 
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regard.’30 The Company asserts that the Council appears to be relying on a barebones argument that 

the Infrastructure Agreement is “evidence of indebtedness” merely because it creates contractual 

payment obligations that extend more than one year into the future, and that such simplistic logic 

would amount to a requirement that any routine contractual arrangement extending over one year, 

whether it be for cleaning services, computer software, or document support services, be docketed 

md presented to the Commission for appr~val.’~’ 

The Council argues that the Infrastructure Agreement constitutes evidence of indebtedness 

Jecause Arizona-American’s audited financial statements list advances in aid of construction 

:“AIAC”), together with proceeds from debt issuances, net borrowings from notes, and capital 

:ontributions under the heading “Cash flows from financing activities,” and that the Staff Report in 

.he Company’s recent financing application docket considered AIAC in its calculation of short-term 

md long-term debt.’32 The Council’s argument is miSguided on this point. While the Staff Report 

he Council cited did include AIAC in the analysis of the Company’s capital structure, AIAC was 

lot included in the calculation of debt. 133 

The Company argues that the doctrine of equitable estoppel precludes treating the 

nfrastructure Agreement as “evidence of indebtedne~s.”‘~~ Arizona-American contends that it was 

Ierfectly reasonable for it to rely on the Commission’s past practice of not requiring prior approval 

or this type of agreement, as well as on the Commission’s past Decisions declining to approve or 

Co. Reply Br. at I I .  
Id. at 11-12. 
Council Reply Br. at 5, citing to the Staff Report in Docket No. WS-O1303A-09-0407 at 3. 

30 

31 

12 

13 CaDitai Structure inclusive ofAIAC and CIAC 
The Company’s actual capital structure at December 3 1, 2008, inclusive of advances-in-aid-of- 
construction (“AIAC“) and net contributions-in-aid-of-construction (“CIAC”), modified to reflect 
issuance of the aforementioned $2.3 million WIFA loan, results in a pro forma capital structure 
consisting of 8.9 percent short-term debt, 28.1 percent long-term debt, 23.1 percent equity, 28.5 
percent AIAC and 11.3 percent ClAC (Schedule JCM-I, Column [A], lines 28-38). 

’ 

taff Report in Docket No. WS-O1303A-09-0407 at 3 (footnote omitted). 
l4 Co. Br. at 25, citing to Yalenciu Energy v. Arizona Dep’r of Revenue, 191 Ark. 565, 567-77 (Ariz. 1998), the 
‘ompany argues that equitable estoppel applies where three elements are present: (1) a party engages in acts 
iconsistent with a position it later adopts, (2) reasonable reliance by the other party, and (3) injury to the latter resulting 
-om the former’s repudiation of its prior conduct. The Company further argues that equitable estoppel may be 
iaintained against a governmental entity as long as its application ”will not substantially and adversely affect the 
Kercise of governmental powers,” citing to Valencia at 576-78. 
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disapprove the Infrastructure Agreement, and states that Arizona-American in fact did so rely.’35 

The Company states that it would suffer substantial injury if the Commission were now to decide 

that the refund payments should be excluded from rate base due to lack of prior approval, and argues 

that such a determination would be inequitable. 136 

Staff states that A.R.S. 5 40-301(A) requires public service corporations to seek prior 

Zommission approval before issuing stocks, bonds, notes or other evidence of indebtedness, and that 

he Council is attempting to shoehorn the Infrastructure Agreement into the category of “evidence of 

ndebtedness,” but that the attempt does not work.137 Staff argues that while headings are not law,13* 

he title of A.R.S. 5 40-301, “Issuance of stocks and bonds; authorized purposes,” indicates the types 

)f instruments the Aiizona Legislature intended to be governed by the provision.*39 Staff states that 

he Infrastructure Agreement is not a stock or bond, but an agreement that provides terms and 

:onditions of service, as well as refund 0b1igations.I~~ Staff does not believe that the Agreement and 

issociated agreements constitute “evidence of indebtedne~s.”’~’ Staff also points out that while the 

zouncil would use the Company’s failure to obtain Commission approval under A.R.S. $9 40-301 to 

103 to permanently exclude the h I1  amount of the r e h d  payments from rate base, the Council fails 

D explain how it reconciles this position with the fact that the Company sought Commission 

pproval on several occasions but was unsuccessful in obtaining it.142 Staff argues that taking the 

:ouncil’s interpretation of A.R.S. $5 40-301 to 303 to its logical conclusion would mean that any 

ontract that a utility enters into that requires the payment of money over a term would require prior 

:ommission approval. 143 Staff agrees with the Company‘s observation that if the Commission were 

3 adopt the Council’s interpretation of A.R.S. $ 5  40-301 to 303, then nearly every existing main 

xtension and line extension agreement in the State of Arizona would become invalid, and the 

Co. Br. at 25. 
Id 
Staff Br. at 14. 
~ d ,  referring to A.R.S. p 1-212. 
Staff Br. at 14. 
Staff Br. at 14; Staff Reply Br. at 5. 
Staff Reply Br. at 5. 
Id. 
Staff Br. at 14-15. 

7 

I 

3 



1 

1 

t 

I 

t 

5 

1( 

11 

17 

13 

14  

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DOCKET NO. W-01303A-09-0343 ET AL. 

Commission would be inundated with agreements that could potentially qualifji as “other evidences 

of indebtedness .” 144 

RUCO states that whether the Infrastructure Agreement is an evidence of indebtedness is 

academic at this point, and that the “right and fair thing” is to allow the Company to recover the 

refunds it made.’45 

We agree with Staff that the Infrastructure Agreement is not a stock or bond, but an 

lgreement that provides terms and conditions of service, as well as refund obligations, and that its 

ipproval under A.R.S. §§ 40-301 to 303 was not necessary. As the Company states, agreements 

;uch as the Infrastructure Agreement are not designed for the purpose of building up the utility’s 

general and permanent capital structure like an issuance of stock, but rather serve the specific and 

imited purpose of placing the risks of development on the developer rather than the public utility, as 

he Infrastructure ,Agreement did in this case. We find that it was reasonable for Arizona-American 

lot to seek approval under A.R.S. $8 40-301 to 303 in reliance on the Commission’s past practice of 

lot requiring prior approval under that statute for this type of agreement, as well as on the 

:ommission’s past Decisions declining to approve or disapprove the Infrastructure Agreement. We 

Ire not persuaded by the Council’s arguments that the Company’s 2007 and 2008 repayment of 

idvances to Pulte pursuant to the Infrastructure Agreement should be excluded from rate base and 

eceive no ratemaking recognition because the Infkastructure Agreement constitutes ”evidence of 

ndebtedness” and is void because the Company failed to obtain Commission approval thereof 

iursuant to A.R.S. $9 40-301 to 303. 

’ b. A.A.C. R14-2-406 

The Council argues that if the Infrastructure Agreement is not “evidence of indebtedness” 

iat it is a main extension agreement as contemplated by A.A.C. R14-2-406. Based on the fact that 

le Company did not obtain Commission approval of the Infrastructure Agreement pursuant to 

,.A.C. R14-2-406, the Council requests that the Company’s 2007 and 2008 repayment of advances 

‘ Staff Reply Br. at 6. ’ RUCO Br. at 41. 
. -  

I 

- I  
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totaling $23,294,422 by Arizona-American to Pulte pursuant to the Infrastructure Agreement be 

excluded from rate base and receive no ratemaking recognition. 

The Commission has on multiple occasions had requests for approval of the Infrastructure 

Agreement, but has declined to approve or disapprove it. The Company argues that in fairness, the 

Commission’s determination that approval was not required cannot now serve as a basis for 

lisallowing the Pulte refund payments.146 The Company further argues that even assuming, for the 

sake of argument, that approval of the Infrastructure Agreement should have been obtained under 

4.A.C. R14-2-406, that failure to obtain approval would not provide a basis for excluding the refund 

xiyments from rate base. The Company states that the main extension rule’s specific remedy for 

’ailing to obtain necessary approval is that the refundable advance shall be immediately due and 

layable to the person making the advance, a condition that has already been met in this case, as the 

Zompany has satisfied its repayment obligations to P ~ 1 t e . I ~ ~  

RUCO states that the Infrastructure Agreement does not meet the requirements for a main 

:xtension agreement, and for the reasons the Commission provided in Decision No. 64897, does not 

equire Commission approval under A.A.C. R14-2-406.’48 

Staff states that the Commission has treated the Infrastructure Agreement somewhat like a 

nain extension agreement, by treating the prior refund payments as AIAC, but that the Commission 

ias never approved the Infrastructure Agreement, even though the Company has sought appr0va1.l~~ 

;taff argues that equitable considerations strongly weigh against the Commission taking the harsh 

Co. Br. at 25; Co. Reply Br. at 12-13. 

M. All agreements under this rule shall be filed with and approved by the Utilities Division of the Commission. No 
agreement shall be approved unless accompanied by a Certificate of Approval to Construct as issued by the Arizona 
Department of Health Services. Where agreements for main extensions are not filed and approved by the Utilities 
Division, the refundable advance shall be immediately due and payable to the person making the advance. 
RUCO Reply Br. at 16; RUCO Br. at 37-40, citing the following: 
There are other reasons for declining to approve the Infrastructure Agreement in this proceeding. Staff points out that the 
Agreement is a private contract between the Companies and a third party developer that contains “unequal refunding structures, 
cost caps, priority services, and penalties” that may be inconsistent with the Commission‘s standards (Staff Report at 3). 
According to Staff, the Infrastructure Agreement does not require the Commission’s approval and, by not making a determination 
regarding the Agreement, the Commission “protects its rights to set rates and conditions it deems necessary to protect the public 
interest” (Id.). 
Decision No. 64897 at 6.  
Staff Br at 15. 

47 Co Br. at 26; Co. Reply Br. at 13. R14-2-406 (M) provides as follows: 

18 

-_______ 
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c. Reasonableness of the Refund Payments 

In the alternative to its arguments under A.R.S. $$ 40-301 to 303 A.A.C. and R14-2-406, the 

:ouncil argues that any portion of the disputed refund payments that has not been shown by 

4rizona-American to be reasonable and proper should be permanently excluded from rate base and 

lenied any rate base recognition.154 

io Id; Staff Reply Br. at 6 .  

I 

I 

1 Staff Br. at 15. 

DOCKET NO. W-O1303A-09-0343 ET AL. 

action proposed by the Council, and recommends that the proposal be di~regarded.'~' Staff explains 

that under the Commission's main extension rules, if a utility does not obtain Commission approval 

of a main extension agreement, the remedy is to require the utility to refund all of the money 

advanced, and that the main extension rules do not require the disallowance of plant.'" Staffs 

position is that the plant has been found to be used and useful, and Staff believes it would be 

inequitable now to penalize the Company as the Council suggests for not obtaining approval of the 

Agreement, when it had sought such approval on several  occasion^.'^^ 
The Council acknowledged in its Closing Brief that A.A.C. R14-2-406 requires advances 

made under the provisions of an mapproved agreement to be refunded.'53 The Council did not 

respond in its Reply Brief to the arguments presented by the Company, RUCO and Staff regarding 

the effects of A.A.C. R14-2-406 on the Infrastructure Agreement, 

As Staff points out, Arizona-American (or its predecessor) sought approval of the 

[nfiastructure Agreement and various associated agreements several times, but because the 

2greements went well beyond the typical main extension agreement, the Commission did not 

ipprove what amounted to private agreements between the parties. The Company has refunded all 

he advances under the Infiastructure Agreement, which is the remedy provided under A.A.C. R14- 

!-406 for failure to obtain approval of a main extension agreement. We find that the fact that the 

Zompany did not obtain approval of the Infrastructure Agreement pursuant to A.A.C. R14-2-406 

loes not provide a valid basis for excluding the r e h d  payments from rate base. 

i2 Id. 
Council Br. at 5-6. 13 

'' Council Reply Br. at 7. 
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In response to the concern expressed by several parties that there is a degree of unfairness in 

asking Anthem residents to bear the full amount of the balloon payment in rates at this time, Staff 

states that if there is any issue presented regarding the balloon payment, it is one of 

reasonableness.Is5 Staff states that it is mindful of the evidence in the record that suggests that an 

igreement to refund the entire advance to Pulte may not have been typical of main extension 

igreements entered into at that time,'56 and other evidence that suggests that the Anthem build-out 

iccurred much sooner than expected.Is7 Staff states that should the Commission desire to balance 

he equities and interests of the ratepayers and stockholders, the Commission could give some 

ecognition to those facts in the record which question the reasonableness of the original build-out 

u-ojections and the Agreement itself.158 

The Council states that evidence introduced in the two latest hearings involving Anthem 

uggest that the Company was aware that the accelerated build-out of the Anthem community ten 

ears ahead of schedule could require the balloon payment to become due in 2007, with payment 

howing up in the Company's rates years in advance of the dates indicated to the Commission in the 

998 CC&N proceedings; Is' and that the Company was aware that Citizens' agreement to refund 

28 
~ 

- -  

00 percent of developer-hded development costs apparently deviated from the usual practice of 

evelopas to include approximately 50 percent of development costs in home prices.I6' 

The Company disagrees with the Council's allegation that it agreed to refund 100 percent of 

:veloper advances for the Anthem infi-astructure. Rather, the Company asserts, the total amount of 

imbursement to Pulte approximates only 71 percent of Pulte's total investment in the Anthem 

rater and wastewater infrastructure and when interest is factored in, the amount of reimbursement 

.ops to only approximately 55 percent. l6l 

The Company contends that it was not unreasonable, imprudent or improper for Citizens and 

Staff Br. at 16. 
Id., citing to Exhibit S-2. 
S taf f  Br. at 16, citing to Exhibit S-I . 
Staff Br. at 16; Staff Reply Br. at 7-8. 
€k~uncil Br. at 6, citing to Exh. S-1 at 2 and Exh. S-2. 
Council Br. at 8, citing to Exh. S-1 at 2. 
Co. Reply Br. at 14, citing to Phase I Tr. at 415; Docket No. WS-01303A-06-0403 Tr. at 983-84 (testimony of Pulte 

tness Daniel Christopher Ward), Tr. at 1 1 18 (testimony of Paul Townsley), and Exhibit P-7. 
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Arizona-American to rely on the Commission’s Decisions declining to approve or disapprove the 

Infrastructure Agreement, and proceed to make refund payments.’62 The Council asserts that the 

facts do not support Arizona-American’s claim that equitable estoppel a ~ p 1 i e s . l ~ ~  The Council 

argues that assuming, arguendo, that the estoppel doctrine applies in this instance,164 Arizona- 

American cannot claim that it made the refunds in reasonable reliance on the Commission’s words 

3r actions, because the attempts to obtain Commission approval of the Infrastructure Agreement 

indicate the existence of a belief that Commission approval was necessary, and Arizona-American 

knew that the Commission had never approved the Infrastructure Agreernent.l6’ The Council asserts 

hat Arizona-American knew there was a possibility that the Commission would not allow 

atemaking recognition of the refunds, citing to language in the Fourth Amendment stating that 

‘[tlhe ACC’s decision regarding rate treatment for any amounts r e h d e d  pursuant to the previous 

igreernent or other amounts included in this Fourth Amendment shall not affect the terns in this 

2ourth Amendment.73166 The Council further asserts that Arizona-American knew that the 

Jommission had left the status of the reasonableness of the Infrastructure Agreement refund 

wovisions as an open question in Arizona-American’s last rate case involving the Anthem 

listricts.’65 The Council takes the position that “it would be unfair and against the public interest to 

equire Anthem residents to shoulder the burden of AAWC’s imprudent decision to enter into a 

pestionable financing arrangement and to pay the Disputed Refund Payments particularly, where 

he Commission’s previously expressed discomfort with the Infrastructure Agreement provided 

dequate advance notice to AAWC that the Disputed R e h d  Payments were vulnerable to the 

rospect of disallowance in AAWC’s future rate cases.”168 

Co. Br. at 25, fn 123. 
Council Reply Br. at 8. 
Council Reply Br. at 7-8, referring to the elements of equitable estoppel listed by the Company in its Closing Brief at 

5 ,  fn 122 where the Company argues that equitable estoppel applies where three elements are present: (1) a party 
ngages in acts inconsistent with a position it later adopts, (2) reasonable reliance by the other party, and (3) injury to the 
itter resulting fiom the former’s repudiation of its prior conduct. Vulenciu Energy at 567-77. The Company further 
rgues that equitable estoppel may be maintained against a governmental entity as long as its application “will not 
ubstantially and adversely affect the exercise of governmental powers,” citing to Valencia Energy at 576-78. 

’‘ Council Reply Br. at 8, citing to Phase I Tr. at 359. 
” Council Reply Br. at 8, citing to Phase I Tr. at 353,281-82,285-86. 

4 

Council Reply Br. at 8, citing to Phase I Tr. at 377-78. 5 

Council Reply Br. at 8. 88 

~ _ _  

35 
72047 DECISION NO. 

I 

--- 



I 

< 

( 

I (  

11 

1; 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DOCKET NO. W-01303A-09-0343 ET AL, 

The Company asserts that the refund payments provided for in the Infrastructure Agreement 

are reasonable, and that there is no evidence to suggest that the plant is not prudent.169 Arizona- 

American contends that the Pulte refund payments, which represent its reasonable investment in 

used and useful plant, should be allowed in rate base.'70 The Company states that the Anthem 

system was an expensive one to build, serving a unique community located in a relatively less 

3opulated area well to the north of Phoenix."' The Company points to the fact that both RUCO and 

Staff recognize that all the plant is used and useful, and that its infrastructure costs are a legitimate 

:ost of service that should be recovered.172 

RUCO believes that by having allowed the Company to recover eligible refunds in past 

Iecisions, the Commission has sent the message that the Commission approves of the Company's 

ecovery of the refunds, and it would therefore be unfair to deny recovery of the refunds now.'73 

tUC0 states that there is no evidence in the record questioning the reasonableness of the repayment 

mounts; and nothing in the record alleging that the assets built by the Pulte funds are not used and 

~ e f b l . ' ~ ~  RUCO contends that for the Commission to change its direction on the recovery of 

:funds, some of which it has already allowed, would be unfair as a matter of equity.'75 

d. Analysis 

In Decision No. 73072, we stated that our determination in that case was not intended to 

ave any bearing on our determination in any subsequent case filed by the Company for the Anthem 

istricts regarding the reasonableness of the Company's agreement to refund to Pulte almost all of 

ie costs required to construct Anthem's infrastru~ture.'~~ In that case, the Council recommended 

iat in order to lessen the rate impacts of the remaining Pulte payments, the Company be required to 

le its next rate case for the districts prior to refunding the last 25 percent of the reduced true-up 

I Co. Reply Br. at 14. 
 id. 
Id 
Id. 
RUCO Br. at 4 1. 
RUCO Reply Br. at 16. 
Id. 
Decision No. 73072 at 43. 
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payment that the Company had negotiated with Pulte in the Fourth Amendment.*..’’ Decision No. 

73072 adopted the Council’s suggestion, and the Company has complied with the Decision. 

The Council now urges that any portion of the disputed refund payments that has not been 

;how by Arizona-American to be reasonable and proper should be permanently excluded from rate 

base and denied any rate base recognition. However, we can find no evidence in the record of this 

xoceeding that the refund payments, which paid for infrastructure that is used and useful and 

iecessary in the provision of service to the districts, were not reasonable and proper. No party 

lisputed the fact that the Anthem system was an expensive one to build, that all the plant is used and 

rseful, and that the infrastructure costs are a legitimate cost of service. No party disputed the 

:vidence that Arizona-American refunded to Pulte approximately 71 percent of Pulte’s total 

nvestment in the Anthem water and wastewater infrastructure and that when interest is factored in, 

he amount of reimbursement drops to only approximately 5 5 percent. 

In Decision No. 64897, the Commission recognized that the Infrastructure Agreement 

:ontained unequal refunding structures, cost caps, priority services, and penalties that may be 

nconsistent with the Commission’s  standard^.'^' While there was significant dispute in this 

troceeding regarding whether the Infrastructure Agreement required Commission approval, no party 

ias demonstrated that any elements of the Infrastructure Agreement which led the Commission to 

iecline to approve it on several occasions were actually, in practice, unreasonable or improper. 

The record evidence does not support a disallowance of Arizona-American’s prudently made 

quity investments in the infrastructure required to provide reasonable and adequate water and 

mtewater utility service to the Anthem districts. In conformance with the fundamental ratemaking 

rinciple that a public utility must be allowed an opportunity to earn a reasonable return on its 

rudent investments, the equity investment that the Company made in the Anthem districts’ 

ifrastructure in the form of advance refunds will be allowed in rate base. 

However, the public interest requires us to consider the risk-shifting effects of the 

See Decision No. 70372 at 40, citing to the Council’s suggestion in its Reply Brief. 
Decision No. 64897 at 6. 
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infrastructure agreement, which has resulted in the Company shifting to ratepayers the risks related 

to the costs of the infrastructure agreement and the timing of the balloon payments. This risk- 

shifting justifies a lower cost of capital, as discussed in the cost of capital section of this Order 

4. Proposed “Phase-In” Plans 

a. Council’s Phase-In Proposals 

The Council urges that if the refund payments are recognized, that a phase-in plan should be 

dopted in regard to the water and wastewater plant associated with the 2007 and 2008 Pulte 

*efund~.’’~ The Council argues that a phase-in plan is appropriate considering the controversy 

:urrounding the refund payments, the need to mitigate rate shock for Anthem ratepayers, and 

Iecause Arizona-American benefitted from the interest-free use of the plant financed with AIAC for 

nany years. 180 

. 

Under the Council’s proposed “ratable plant transfer plan,” water and wastewater plant and 

elated accumulated depreciation associated with the 2007 and 2008 Pulte refunds would be 

emoved from plant in service for purposes of ratemaking in this proceeding.18’ The Company 

[odd be required to file hture rate cases to recover the transferred amounts in rates.Ig2 The net 

lant would be “parked” or deferred as plant held for hture use and then transferred into plant in 

mice ratably over the five year period of 2009 through 2013, with the transfer of 40 percent or $8 

iillion of the aggregate 2007 and 2008 Pulte refunds to plant in 2010, conceivably allowing the 

ompany to earn a return on that portion of the 2007 and 2008 Pulte refunds by the year 2012, i 
:pending on rate case timing.ls3 Under the ratable plant transfer plan, 80 percent or $16 million of 

e aggregate 2007 and 2008 refunds would become eligible for ratemaking recognition by the end 

~~ 

DOCKET NO. W-01303A-09-0343 ET AL. 

Council Br. at 9; Council Reply Br. at 8-9. 

Council Br. at 9. 

Council Br. at 9, citing to Direct Testimony of Council witness Dan Neidlinger (Exh. Anthem-1) at 4; Surrebuttal 

Council Br. at 9. 

‘9 

0 Council Reply Br. at 13. 

2 Direct Testimony of Council witness Dan Neidlinger Exh. Anthem-l; Exh. A45 at 2-3. 

estimony of Council witness Dan Neidlinger (EA. Anthem-3) at 3. 
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2010 Pulte refund would be accorded the same treatment under the plan, but transferred to plant in 

service over the five year period of 201 1 through 2015, and that depreciation on all the refunds 

would be stayed as reclassified to plant in service.’85 The Council explained that for accounting 

wposes, since the AIAC was used to fund infrastructure recorded in many separate plant accounts, 

t believes the most efficient accounting would be the establishment of two contra control plant 

tccounts: one for gross utility plant and one for accumulated depreciation, and that the offsetting 

mtries for both gross plant and accumulated depreciation would be recorded in separate plant held 

or future use accounts. Accumulated depreciation would be based on overall accumuIated 

leyreciation percentages at December 31, 2008, at 14.93 percent for water plant and 17.38 percent 

or waste water PI ant. I 

The Company believes that the Council’s phase-in proposal would be subject to Accounting 

;tandads Codification (“ASC”) 980-340 (formerly Statement of Financial Accounting Standards 

“SFAS”) 92) pertaining to Phase-In Plans and ASC 980-360 (formerly SFAS 90) pertaining to 

’lant Disallowances, 1 8 *  and that in accordance with those accounting guidelines, the phase-in 

lroposal would require a substantial write off of the plant, resulting in severe financial consequences 

3r the Company. 

The Council disagrees. The Council argues that because under Mr. Neidlinger’s plan 

zizona-American can eventually recover all the costs of the Anthem plant associated with the 2007 

nd 2008 refunds, it is not probable that part of the cost of the plant will be disallowed for 

ttemaking purposes, and therefore the Company’s asserted SFAS 90 concerns do not apply.19o The 

ouncil’s witness Mr. Arndt testified to his belief that SFAS 92 is not an impediment to the 

omission’s adoption of Mr. Neidlinger’s ratable transfer plan, and that SFAS 90 does not address 

funds relating to prior AIACs.”’ In the opinion of the Council’s witness, because Arizona- 

Council Br. at 9, citing to Direct Testimony of Council witness Dan Neidlinger (Exh. Anthem-1) at 4. 

Id. at 9-10, citing to Direct Testimony of Council witness Dan Neidlinger (Exh. Anthem-I) at 4-5. 
Redacted Testimony of Company witness James Jenkins (Exh. A-45) at 1,3.  
Phase I Tr. at 18. 
Council Reply Br. at 10. 
Co. Br. at 1 1 ,  citing to Direct Testimony of Council witness Michael L. Arndt (Exh. Anthem-13) at 6, 7-8. 

85 

a6 Council Br. at 9. 
57 

89 

I __ - 
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American has not abandoned any water or wastewater plant in this case, and Mi. Neidlinger’: 

ratable plant transfer proposal does not contemplate or require a disallowance of utility plant, SFAE 

90 does not apply.192 Mr. Arndt also opined that for purposes of the American Water’s consolidated 

financial statements, any adjustment that Arizona-American elected as a result of a phase-in plan 

:ould be supported by disclosure notes explaining the Commission’s adoption of the ratable transfer 

)Ian, and that “[ilf properly reported, the notes would not suggest that the Commission had 

disallowed’ the 2008 $20.2 million refund payment to Pulte Homes, nor would the plant be 

:haracterized as ‘abandoned. Mr. Neidlinger testified that SFAS 92 is not applicable in this 

.ase because the amount of plant involved is not material t 

,95193 

lalance. 194 

The Council states that as an alternative to its proposed ratable plant transfer plan, the 

:ommission could allow Arizona-American to include the full amount of the 2008 refund in rate 

ase, but order a phase-in of recognition of the rate of return on it, beginning with this case.195 The 

louncil argues that this approach would allow the Company to realize an immediate return on its 

athem plant investments while recognizing that it has benefitted from the interest-free use of plant 

nanced with AIAC for many years.’96 

b. Company’s Response 

The Company opposes both the Council’s phase-in proposals. In regard to the alternate 

*oposal, the Company contends that the Council’s argument that the Company has enjoyed 

interest free use of the plant financed with AIAC for many years” ignores the fact that the use of 

LIAC to fund the plant has allowed the Anthem community to enjoy interest-free use of this plant 

ince 1998 without full recognition of the used and useful plant in rate base.Ig7 

In regard to the Council’s proposed ratable plant transfer plan, the Company’s witness Mr. 

2 Direct Testimony of Council witness Michael L. Arndt (Exh. Anthem-13) at 9. 

’ Council Br. at 12. 
1 Id 
’ Co. Reply Br. at 8.  

Id at 9-10. 
Phase I Tr. at 846-48. I 
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’ Phase I Tr. at 515-16. ’’ Redacted Testimony of Company witness James Jenkins (Exh. A-45) at 1 ,3 .  
Phase I Tr. at 18. 
Co. Br. at 18, citing to Phase 1 Tr. at 882-83. 
Co. Br. at 18, citing to Exh. A 4 6  at 7 4 (describing application of FAS 92). 

) I  

12 

l3  Co. Br. at 18, citing to Direct Testimony of Council witness Michael Arndt (Exh. Anthem-13) at 6-7; Phase I1 Tr. at 

’’ Co. Br. at 19. 

10-18; Exh. A-46. 
Co. Br. at 18, citing to Phase I1 Tr. at 622-23 and Phase I Tr. at 888. 

_ - ~ -  __ 

-~ - ~- 
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James Jenkins, who is the Company’s Vice President, Finance for American Water’s Western 

Division, testified that he is not aware of a phase-in plan of the type proposed by the Council being 

approved by any Commission in any state in which American Water’s afiliates 0 ~ e r a t e . l ~ ~  As 

stated above, the Company believes that the Council’s phase-in proposal would be subject to ASC 

980-340 (formerly SFAS 92) pertaining to Phase-In PIans and ASC 980-360 (formerly SFAS 90) 

pertaining to Plant  disallowance^,'^^ and that in accordance with those accounting guidelines, the 

phase-in proposal would require a substantial write off of the plant, and would result in severe 

financial consequences for the 

The Company contends that the testimony of the Council’s witness Mr. Neidlinger on the 

5ccounting implications of the Council’s phase-in plan was not credible, because as Mr. Neidlinger 

Jonceded, he has no direct experience in applying FAS 92, has not addressed the issue in the role of 

m auditor, and has never advised any public utilities with regard to the application of FAS 92.201 In 

megard to the testimony of the Council’s witnesses Mr. Arndt on the accounting implications of the 

Zouncil’s phase-in plan, the Company contends that his testimony was also not credible, because 

lespite the clear language of the accounting guidelines relied upon by the Company’s witness Mr. 

enkins?” Mr. Arndt testified that the accounting provisions to do not apply to plant constructed 

ifter 1988, or to water or wastewater ~tilities.2’~ The Company argues that ultimately, however, the 

nost telling evidence is that both Mr. Neidlinger and Mr. Arndt conceded that it is the Company that 

vould make the decision regarding the accounting treatment of the Council’s phase-in proposal.2o4 

The Company states that putting aside the accounting implications of the Council’s proposed 

hase-in plan, the fundamental effect of the plan would be to deny the Company a return on and of 

s investment, in violation of the law.205 The Company argues that the Council’s phase-in plan does 

41 72047 DECISION NO. 
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not recommend applying any carrying costs and would not make the Company whole in the present 

value sense, and that given the Company’s current financial position, it cannot agree to a phase-in of 

plant as proposed by the Council, or any phase-in plan that delays its authorized revenue increaseFo6 

The Company states that any type of phase-in plan would require the Company to forego revenue on 

dant that the Commission has found to be in rate base.207 The Company states that as RUCO’s 

witness testified, phase-in plans ultimately have a detrimental effect on ratepayers, as the Company 

s entitled to receive its authorized revenue at a later date, which results in higher rates following the 

)hase-in.2G8 

c. RUCO‘s Withdrawal of its Alternate Phase-In Proposal 

On October 1, 2010, RUCO docketed a Notice of Filing Withdrawal of Phase-In Proposal. 

n its Closing Brief, RUCO expressed concerns about the impact on the Anthem ratepayers that 

Iould result should the Commission allow full and immediate recovery of the Pulte refunds, and 

ad proposed an alternate phase-in rate design proposal which would allow for recovery of the 

:funds over a ten year period of time.209 Staff, in its Reply Brief, stated that conceptually it did not 

we a problem with most aspects of the RUCO proposal, but that in the event the Commission 

xided to adopt it, Staff recommended several changes.210 Staff pointed out several critical issues 

e proposal had not addressed.211 

RUCO stated in its October 1, 2010 filing that in making its alternate phase-in rate design 

roposal, RUCO initially believed it would provide a rate design option that would ameliorate the 

npact of the rate increase for Anthem customers. RUCO explained in its filing that subsequent to 

ling its Closing Brief, RUCO invited interested parties to go over the relevant numbers, and that 

uring the course of those meetings, it became apparent to RUCO that due to carrying costs and 

[her costs that allow the Company fill recovery of its revenue requirement, no version of RUCO’s 

’ Co. Br. at 19. 
Id., citing to Rate Design Direct Testimony of RUCO witness Rodney Moore (Exh. R-13) at 5;  Phase I1 Tr. at 728-29. 
Co. Br. at 19, citing to Phase I1 Tr. at 729-30. 
RUCO BT. at 4 1-43. 
Staff Reply Br. at 8-9. 
Id. at 9. 

- - 
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proposal, or modification to it, would actually result in a rate design more beneficial to Anthem 

ratepayers than RUCO’s stand-alone rate design. RUCO stated that it withdraws its alternate phase- 

in proposal for that reason. 

d. Staffs Position 

Staff does not support the Council’s proposal to phase-in the refunds to rate base over 

Staff states that it does not support the proposal because the record is not clear what impacts 

it would have on the Company and what accounting treatment it would ne~essi ta te .~’~ Staff stated 

:hat while the Council disagrees with the Company’s position regarding SFAS 92 pertaining to 
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?hase-In Plans and SFAS 90 pertaining to Plant Disallowances, in the end it is ultimately the 

2ompany and its auditors that must make the determination, and therefore, the Council’s opinion 

nay be of little import in the 

e. Analysis 

In its Reply Brief, the Council disputes the Company’s claim that severe financial 

:onsequences would result if the Company elects to write off the 2007 and 2008 refunds, charging 

hat the claims are “exaggerated and unsubstantiated” because in 2009, the Company recorded 

lositive net income; that in 2009, the Company indicated that it had sufficient revenue to cover its 

xpected debt service payments; and because the Company is wholly-owned by the largest investor- 

wned water and wastewater utility in the United States.215 While the Council argues that a phase-in 

Ian is appropriate considering the controversy surrounding the refund payments, the need to 

litigate rate shock for Anthem ratepayers, and the fact that Arizona-American benefitted from the 

iterest-free use of the plant financed with AIAC for many years, the Council’s arguments fail to 

idress how the phase-in will allow the Company an opportunity to earn a return on and of its equity 

lvestment in the used and useful plant necessary to provide reasonable and adequate service to the 

inthem districts. The Council’s arguments also fail to take into account the fact that the Company’s 

Staff Reply Br. at 6. 
Id.  

2 

4 Staff Reply Br. at 6-7. 

. - --- -_- 
Council Reply Br. at 10. 5 
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use of AIAC to fund the plant has allowed the Anthem districts to enjoy interest-free use of the 

4IAC-funded used and useful plant for many years, without full recognition of that plant in rates. 

As RUCO recognized in withdrawing its well-considered phase-in plan, such plans 

iltimately have a detrimental effect on ratepayers, because ratemaking principles require that 

itilities receive authorized revenue at a later date. Unless a utility voluntarily agrees to forego its 

tuthorized revenues, phase-in plans ultimately result in higher rates following the phase-in, due to 

he need for recovery of carrying costs that allow the Company full recovery of its revenue 

equirement, The Company has not agreed to forego authorized revenues in this proceeding. After 

areful consideration, RUCO determined that no version of RUCO’s proposal, or modification to it, 

vould actually result in a rate design more beneficial to Anthem ratepayers than RUCO’s stand- 

lone rate design. 

ropo sal s . 
For the same reasons, we must decline to approve the Council’s phase-in 

f. Open Meeting Agreement 

The Company, the Council, RUCO and Staff met during a recess from the Open Meeting to 

iscuss possible resolution to a phase-in proposal and other issues. The aforementioned parties 

greed to the following: 

Phase-in: 
1) Three year phase-in of revenue requirement based on the 2007 and 2008 Pulte refund 

payments for both water and wastewater (as set forth in item 2). 

As compared to the authorized revenues in the Recommended Opinion and Order, 
Anthem Water district revenues are reduced by a total of $2.342 million as follows: 

2) 

a. 

b. 

c. 

In 201 1 the revenue requirement is reduced $1.561 million. 

In 201 2 the revenue requirement is reduced $0.78 1 million. 

In 20 13 revenues equal the authorized revenues. 

There is no recovery of the carrying costs associated with the reduced revenues. 

There is no recovery of the foregone reduced revenues. 

The 2007 and 2008 Pulte refunds are included in rate base in the overall authorized 
revenue requirement in the Recommended Opinion and Order. 

3) 

4) 

5 )  

72047 44 DECISION NO. 
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6) The 2012 and 2013 revenue increases associated with the phase-in are implemented 
automatically effective January 1 of each year without m h e r  Commission action. 

3ther Matters 

The overall revenue requirement is based on a 6.70 percent rate of return (as per 
Mayes Proposed Amendment #1) 

Initiation of AnthedAgua Fria Deconsolidation proceeding (as per Pierce 
Amendment # 1) 

a. Company to file initial application no later than April 1 1,20 1 1. 

The AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district winter average residential sewer rate is 
not implemented until June 1, 2012. Prior to June 1, 2012, the Company’s existing 
rate design for this tariff shall continue, but be increased based on the percentage 
increase in the authorized revenue requirement. 

Add language to Exhibit A of Recommended Opinion and Order to reflect, “Each 
residential customer will be billed based on that customer’s average water usage for 
the months of January, February, and March.” 

Support Hearing Division Amendment #2. 

This will be full and complete resolution of the 2007 and 2008 Pulte refunds and 
there is no need for further Commission proceedings on this issue. 

As contemplated in the Recommended Opinion and Order, the parties agree the new 
rates are effective January 1,201 1. 

The Company will immediately file supporting schedules. 

We find this resolution reasonable and it appropriately balances the interest of ratepayers and 

hareholders. We therefore adopt this Agreement. 

G .  

The Company did not prepare schedules showing the elements of Reconstruction Cost New 

.ate Base (“RCND”),2’6 and thereby waived a determination of the fair value of its property using 

n RCND valuation. Therefore, the Original Cost Rate Base (“OCRB”) and the Fair Value Rate 

me (“FVRB”) for the districts are the same for purposes of this application. Based on the 

Fair Value Rate Base Summary 

Direct Testimony of Company witness Linda Gutowski (Exh. A-17) at 2. 
- - . _ _  ~ - .  ________ 
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$57,249,836 
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Anthem/ 
Sun City Agua Fria Sun City Sun City West 
Water Wastewater Wastewater Wastewater 

$28,188,865 $45,116,927 $15,489,997 $18,096,538 

discussion of rate base issues set forth above, we find the FVRB for each district to be as follows: 

Company 

Staff 

RUCO 

Anthem/ 
Anthem Suncity AguaFria Sun City Sun City West 
Water Water Wastewater Wastewater Wastewater 

$528,986 $898,2 10 $67,162 $(67,374) $397,489 

$545,925 $906,189 $21 0,38 1 $65,615 $404,542 

$684,046 $1,371,776 $16,411 $75,904 $763,200 

r 
Anthem/ 

Anthem Sun City Agua Fria Sun City 
Water Water Wastewater Wastewater 

B. Test Year Revenues 

Company 

Staff 

RUCO 

Anthem/ 
Anthem Suncity AguaFria Sun City Sun City West 
Water Water Wastewater Wastewater Wastewater 

$6,963,758 $8,384,892 $8,569,840 $6,008,401 $5,264,220 

$6,946,819 $8,376,912 $8,426,742 $5,874,766 $5,25 7,168 

$6,808,685 $7,911,325 $8,620,712 $5,864,477 $4,898,510 

district: 

Sun City West 
Wastewater 

I $7,492,744 1 $9,283,101 1 $8,637,123 I $5,940,381 1 $5,661,710 

C. Test Year Operating Expenses 

The parties were able to resolve many disputed operating expense issues. Issues remaining 

dispute are addressed below. 
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1. Pension Expense (All Districts) 

By district, the parties’ final schedules show the following recommended amounts for test 

year pension expense: 
Anthem/ 

Anthem Sun City Agua Fria Sun City Sun City West 
Water Water Wastewater Wastewater Wastewater 

Company $1 19,955 $269,873 $240,306 $86,994 $159,930 

staff $1 19,955 $269,873 $240,306 $64,196* $159,93 1 

RUCO $48,320 $1 15,594 $1  15,351 $38,661 $75,664 

*With the correction of a computational error in Staffs final schedules, Staffs 
recommendation is $86,994. 

The Company utilized 2009 ERISA based pension expense amounts, totaling approximately 

12.09 million, as the most appropriate known and measurable calculation of this expense item.’I7 

f i e  Company states that its 2009 pension expense is known and measurable and reflects its actual 

:xpense, based on the Company’s minimum contributions required by law.’” The Company asserts 

hat its actual pension expense remained high in 2010 and that the Company expects pension 

:xpense to continue to increase in the near future, and remain at levels near the current level 

hereafter.21 

RUCO states that the Company’s 2009 pension expense amount is abnormally high whether 

t is measured under ERISA or FAS 87 accounting method, and recommends that recovery based on 

009 amounts be denied.220 RUCO advocates that instead of using the 2009 ERISA amount of 

lension expense, that the Company’s pension expense be based instead on the 2008 test year FAS 

7 amount of $958,949.22’ RUCO asserts that the ERISA method of accounting for pension expense 

Co. Reply Br. at IS, citing to Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Thomas Broderick (Exh. A-7) at 10 and 

Phase 1 Tr. at 137-38; Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Thomas Broderick (Exh. A-7) at 10. 
Co. Br. at 27, citing to EA. A-25. Exh. A-25, provided at the hearing, shows the Company’s projected ERISA based 

7 

ebuttal Testimony of Company witness Miles Kiger (EA. A-14) at 14-15. 

9 
. .  

linimum contributions to be as follows: 
Actual 20 10 I Proiected 201 I Proiected 2012 I Projected 2013 Projected 2014 I - 
Contribution 
$2.062M 

I Minimum Contribution I Minimum Contribution I Minimum Contribution I Minimum Contribution 
I $2.59 1 M $2.794 M $2.147M $2.034M 

RUCO Br. at 17. ’ Id. at 14. 
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provides for a wide amount of management discretion on how to fund the plan each year, and that 

FAS 87 provides for funding amounts that are consistent with GAAP.222 RUCO argues that use of 

FAS 87 accounting for pension expense is appropriate because it is the pension expense accounting 

method used by American Water.223 

The Company responds that while its management does have some discretion in relation to 

pension funding, it does not have discretion to fimd at levels below the minimum ERISA based 

amounts.224 The Company objects to RUCO’s recommendation to use of a FAS 87 based amount of 

pension expense, because for ratemaking purposes, the Company is ERISA based in its accounting 

For pension expense.225 The Company states that it is not seeking to transition to FAS 87 accounting 

in this case, but that if the Commission wishes it to transition to FAS 87 as recommended by RUCO, 

.hen it would be necessary for the Commission to order the Company to use FAS 87, and to identify 

.he specific FAS 87 amount for ratemaking purposes?26 The Company explained that in the event it 

s ordered to transition from ERISA to FAS 87, the Company would request recovery of the 

iccumulated difference between FAS 87 based and ERISA based accounting for pension expense 

hat is on the Company’s books, and that the amounts be amortized over a period of five ~ears.2~’ 

f i e  Company’s witness noted that because FAS 87 amounts have historically exceeded ERISA 

mounts, the Company has regulatory assets on its balance sheet in two accounts for the 

tccumulated amounts by which FAS 87 has exceeded ERISA, and that the balances of the two 

tccounts as of February 28, 2010 were $746,347 for Deferred Service Company Pension Cost and 

;1,050,173 for Deferred Pension Cost for Arizona-American employees.228 

RUCO is opposed to amortization of the regulatory assets that would result from a transition 

rom ERISA based pension expense recognition to FAS 87 based pension expense recognition 

iecause the Company has not previously requested authority for such a deferral.229 

Id. at 16, citing to Phase I Tr. at 919. 
!3 RUCO Reply Br. at 8, citing to Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-10) at 82. 
!4 Phase I Tr. at 137-38; Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Thomas Broderick (Exh. A-7) at IO. 

Co. Br. at 28, citing to Phase I Tr. at 139-40. 
Co. Br. at 29, citing to Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Thomas Broderick (Exh. A-7) at 13. 

’’ Co. Br. at 29, citing to Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Thomas Broderick (Exh. A-7) at 14-15. * Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Thomas Broderick (EA. A-7) at 12. 
RUCO Br. at 18-20. 

5 

‘6 

___I, _ _  X I -  
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Consistent with Staffs recommende atment of pension expense in the Company’s prior 

rate case, Staff proposes no adjustment to the Company’s pension expense request.230 In regard to 

RUCO’s recommendation to use FAS 87 amounts, Staff expressed concern that a full record 

regarding the costs to transition from ERISA to FAS 87 has not been developed.231 

The dramatic increase in pension expense experienced by the Company is a result of market 

‘orces outside the Company’s control. While RUCO alleges in its Reply Brief that the Company 

iesigned its pension plan poorly, that the plan has been underfunded for years, and that it is tied to a 

narket that has been subject to abnormal conditions over the past several RUCO did not 

)oint to any evidence supporting the allegations regarding plan design or undehnding, and 

WCO’s witness testified that “the really poor market performance in 2008 . . . affected just about 

my kind of We do not disagree with RUCO that the Company’s management has 

liscretion in relation to ERISA pension funding. However, as the Company states, it does not have 

liscretion to fund at levels below the minimum ERISA based amounts for which it is seeking 

ecovery. As acknowledged by RUCO, the Company changed its plan from a defined-benefit plan 

3 a defined-contribution plan beginning January 1,  2006, which RUCO’s witness agreed is a 

easonable way to provide retirement benefits?34 The pension expense recovery requested by the 

:ompany in this proceeding is based on minimum funding required by law, and the record 

lemonstrates that Company’s qualified plan contributions are projected to annually rise above 2009 

xe ls  through the year 2013 before moving back to the current expense level in 2014. RUCO’s 

:commendation that recovery of the Company’s pension expenses be based on 2008 FAS 87 

mounts, which are less than half of the known and measurable 2009 minimum ERISA amounts 

ccepted by Staff, would lead to under-recovery of a known and measurable expense. The 2009 

(RISA amounts are known and measurable actual expenses incurred by the Company, and based on 

le evidence presented, reflect a reasonable level of expenses. 

Staff Reply Br. at 4. 

RUCO Reply Br. at 8. 
Phase I Tr. at 973. 

I rd 

’ RUCO Br. at 16 citing to Phase I Tr. at 982. 
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We find that the pension expense amounts proposed by the Company and accepted by Staff 

are known and measurable. Because they more accurately reflect the Company’s actual operating 

expense on a going-forward basis than the amounts advocated by RUCO, they will be adopted. 

2. Normalization of Other Post-Employment Benefit Exuenses (All Districts) 

As with pension expense, the Company proposes other post-employment benefit (“OPEB”) 

expense based on known and measurable actual 2009 expense levels. The Company’s witness 

testified that the larger than typical 22 percent pro forma increase to the test year level of employee 

benefits expense was driven by increased funding obligations due to the severe deterioration in 

hnancial markets.235 As with pension expenses, the Company expects OPEB expenses to remain at 

i higher level in the future and believes that the adjustment to reflect actual 2009 OPEB expense for 

ts employees and Service Company employees is appr~priate.’~~ 

Instead of the pro forma adjustments to recognize known and measurable increases in OPEB 

:xpenses, RUCO proposes adjustments normalizing the OPEB expense using an average of 2007- 

!008 expenses, for a reduction of $296,761 spread across the districts in this case.237 RUCO states 

hat it proposed the adjustments because the OPEB expense, like the Company’s pension expense, 

ias been affected by investment market conditions, though not as egregiously.238 RUCO argues that 

ntepayers should not be responsible for unusually high expenses incurred outside of a test year 

ihich were the result of unprecedented market ~ondi t ions.2~~ 

Staff did not propose any similar adjustments. 

The Company states that the same reasoning that supports the Company’s pension expense 

gures also support recovery of the Company’s increased cost for OPEB expense.240 

RUCO’s recommendation that recovery of the Company’s OPEB expenses be normalized 

Direct Testimony of Company witness Sheryl Hubbard (Exh. A-16) at 15. 
Id 

1 RUCO Br. at 20-21, citing to Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-10) at 81-82; RUCO Br. 
24-26, citing to Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-10) at 95; RUCO Br. at 29, citing to 
irrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-10) at 99 ($7,206 of RUCO’s proposed adjustments are 
sed on a three year average of 2006-2008 expenses). 
’ RUCO Br. at 20-21, citing to Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-10) at 82. 
’ RUCO Br. at 25. 
’ Co. Br. at 30. - P I - - 

I 
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based on past years, which are known to be unrepresentative of demonstrated cost levels on a going 

forward basis, would lead to under-recovery of a known and measurable expense. While it i: 
lamentable that market conditions have led to. the increased costs, the 2009 OPEB amounts arc 

known and measurable actual expenses incurred by the Company, and based on the evidence 

presented, reflect a reasonable level of expenses. 

We find that the OPEB amounts for direct employees and Service Company employees 

xoposed by the Company and accepted by Staff are known and measurable. Because they more 

iccurately reflect the Company’s actual operating expense on a going-forward basis than the 

tmounts advocated by RUCO, they will be adopted. 

3. Annual Incentive Plan C‘AIP”) for Service ComPanv Employees 

The Company’s request includes 70 percent of Arizona-American’s Arizona Corporate 

dlocated AIP management fees expenses paid to the Service Company for the districts in this 

wceeding. 

RUCO proposes an adjustment that removes 100 percent of identifiable incentive 

ompensation expense included in the management fees the Company paid to the Service Company 

wing the test year.24’ Mr. Hansen believes that management fees bear far greater scrutiny; and 

elieves incentive bonuses should be disallowed; and that the Commission should also review its 

olicy on pensions.242 RUCO’s proposed adjustment would remove a total of $265,853 in test year 

perating expenses, spread across the districts in this case.243 RUCO states that its recommendation 

iffers from the 30 percent disallowance for AIP compensation approved by the Commission in 

ecision No. 71410 last year and Decision No. 68858 (July 28, 2006). RUCO supported the 30 

Iercent disallowance in the prior cases.244 RUCO now argues that its 100 percent proposed Service 

Zompany disallowance in this case is appropriate because the award to the Service Company 

” RUCO Br. at 26. 
’* Hansen Br. at 3. 

‘ RUCO Reply Br. at 10. 
RUCO Br. at 28, citing to Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-10) at 96. 1’) 

.. - _ _  ~ --- - -  .-- 
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employees is dependent upon American Water operating income and corporate financial targets.245 

RUCO’s witness testified that in the prior cases disallowing 30 percent, there was no distinction 

made between AIP expense for Arizona-American’s employees and the AIP expense charged to 

4rizona-American by the Service Company for its employees.246 RUCO argues that “Arizona 

*atepayers should not have to pay for incentive compensation that is tied to American Water Works 

:orporate or non-jurisdictional and non-regulated income or on non-Arizona jurisdictional 

)perations or non-regulated operations-based financial  achievement^."^^^ 
Staff did not make any adjustment. 

The Company opposes RUCO’s proposal to completely disallow AIP for Service Company 

mployees. The Company argues that the Commission should not treat AIP costs for Service 

:ompany employees differently simply because these employees are employed by a different 

n t i t ~ . ~ ~ *  The Company states that as with AIP for direct employees, AIP is an important part of 

ompensation for Service Company employees, which include many members of the Arizona. 

,merican team.249 The Company points out that through its relationship with the Service Company 

zizona-American is able to take advantage of expertise and economies of 

Arizona-American is supported not only by its own direct employees, but also by employees 

P the Service C~rnpany.~’’ The evidence presented does not support a deviation from past practice 

I disallow 30 percent of all Arizona-American’s AIP compensation expenses, including the Service 

ompany employee-related AIP costs. In past cases, we have adopted a 30 percent disallowance of 

IP costs in order to account for the portion of AIP based on the Company’s financial performance. 

‘e declined to disallow any of the remaining AIP expenses because they are closely tied to salary 

: p e n ~ e . ~ ~ *  We find that the 30 percent disallowance of all AIP costs continues to provide an 

RUCO Br. at 28 and RUCO Reply Br. at 10-1 1, both citing to Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith 
Kh. R-10) at 96. 
Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (EA. R-IO) at 96. 

17 RUCO Br. at 28. 
’* Co. Reply Br. at 18. 
19 Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Paul Townsley (Exh. A-4) at 7. 
‘ O M  at 8. 

Id. 
Decision No. 68858 at 20-2 1, 
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appropriate balance between ratepayers and shareholders, and it will again be adopted in this case. 

4. Management Fees Labor Exuense (All Districts) 

RUCO proposes an adjustment reducing Arizona-American’s requested labor expense across 

:he districts by $89,678, which represents a 4 percent March 2009 pay increase for Service Company 
:mployees. 253 

The Company opposes RUCO’s adjustment, stating that its requested expense allowance is 

jased on a known and measurable increase like that accepted by RUCO and adopted by the 

:ommission in the Company’s prior rate cases and accepted by Staff in this case.254 

Arizona-American is supported not only by its own direct employees, but also by employees 

if the Service C~mpany .~”  We find that the salary expense proposed by the Company and accepted 

iy Staff is based on actual known and measurable incurred expense. Because it more accurately 

eflects the Company’s actual operating expense on a going-forward basis than the amount 

dvocated by RUCO, it will be adopted. 

5. Rate Case Expense 

The parties’ proposed allowances for rate case expense, normalized over three years, are as 

)llows, by district: 
Anthem/ 

Anthem Sun City Agua Fria Sun City Sun City West 
Water Water Wastewater Wastewater Wastewater 

Company $5 1,989 $69,395 $6 8,43 9 $40,277 $34,388 

Staff $5 1,989 $69,395 $68,439 $40,277 $34,388 

L $ 2 9 ~  10 $24,840 RUCO $37,486 $50,982 $49,260 

In calculating its rate case expense, the Company initially included an “estimated 

nrecovered portion of Commission-Approved rate case expenses from the last rate case” from its 

rior Anthem Water district and AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district rate cases.256 As Staff stated 

3 Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-1 0) at 92. 
Co. Reply Br. at 18, citing to Phase I Tr. at 654 and Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (EA. R- 

I) at 92. 
5 Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Paul Townsley (Exh. A-4) at 8. 

Direct Testimony of Company witness Miles Kiger (Exh. A-13) at 10. 

72047 
53 DECISION NO. 

‘ I  
I 



1 

1 

L 

4 

6 

7 

e 
s 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DOCKET NO. W-O1303A-09-0343 ET AL. 

in its direct testimony, the Commission has adopted S t a r s  recommendations in prior proceedings 

that rate case expense be normalized instead of amortized.257 While amortized expenses are 

permanent accounts that carry over from prior years, normalized expenses are operating income 

accounts which are closed out each year and are not eligible for consideration in fiture rate cases.258 

As RUCO points out, Decision No. 69440 (May 1, 2007) did not allow the Company’s similar 

request, because it contravened the ratemaking convention of setting rates at a normal recurring level 

of expenses.259 The Company has subsequently removed those amounts from its proposed 

sllowance for rate case expense.260 

RUCO recommends that the Company’s allowed rate case expense recovery in this case be 

limited to an amount similar to that allowed in Decision No. 71410, the Company’s previous rate 

:ase.261 RUCO argues that the costs sought by the Company are unreasonable and not supported by 

:he record.262 RUCO asserts that the Company should not be compensated for the actual costs 

ncurred to send out the consolidation notice ordered prior to Phase I1 of the hearing, because the 

clompany could have reduced the mailing expense by including the notice as a bill insert.263 RUCO 

tlso alleges a “concern of double counting raised by charging for Company and affiliate labor cost 

n rate case expense.97264 

Other than the removal of the “unrecovered costs,” accepted by the Company, Staff proposed 

10 further adjustments to the Company’s proposed rate case expense.265 

The Company states that the direct accounting method the Company uses for Service 

:ompany labor is efficient and eliminates the possibility of double and points out that 

he separate mailing of additional notice regarding rate consolidation was ordered by the 

‘’ Direct Testimony of Staff witness Gerald Becker (Exh. S-9) at 20-21- 
See Direct Testimony of Staff witness Gerald Becker (Exh. S-9) at 20-2 1. 
Direct Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-9) at 36-37. 

50 Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Miles Kiger (Exh. A-14) at 17. 
5 ’  Direct Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-9) at 37; Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph 
lmith (Exh. R-I 0) at 46-47. ’* RUCO Br. at 12. 
” ~ d  at 12-13. 

58 

59 

Id. at 13, citing to Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness Ralph Smith (Exh. R-10) at 44. 
Staff Reply Br. at 4. 

54 

55 

i6 Co. Reply Br. at 17, citing to Phase I Tr. at 142. 

72047 
DECISION NO. 



1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1. 

1( 

1’ 

I t  

15 

2c 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

~~~ ~~~ ~~ 

DOCKET NO. W-0 1303A-09-0343 ET AL. 

  om mission.^^^ 
The hearing in this proceeding was extraordinary, with numerous parties, numerous 

witnesses and many issues. It required a great deal more time and expense than the prior case to 

which RTJCO compares it. The normalized amount of rate case expense proposed by the Company 

md agreed to by Staff is reasonable, supported by the record, and will be allowed. 

6 .  Non-Account Chemical Expense and Fuel and Power Expense Adiustment 
[Sun City Water) 

In Decision No. 7035 1 (May 16, 2008), the most recent rate Decision for the Sun City Water 

Listrict, the Commission ordered the Company to institute water loss reporting and to devise a water 

DSS reduction plan if the Sun City Water district’s water loss was greater than 10 percent at any time 

iefore its next rate case. Decision No. 7035 1 was based on a 2006 test year. 

In this proceeding, Staff found that the Sun City Water district had water loss of 1 1.1 percent 

I the test year.268 Staff recommends that the Company be required to reduce water loss in the Sun 

5ty Water district in PWS No. 07-099 to below 10 percent by December 31, 2010 or before it files 

s next rate case, CC&N, or financing application, whichever comes first. Staff M e r  recommends 

iat the Company continue tracking the water loss for PWS No. 07-099 for three years and submit 

le data collected every six months, with the first water loss tracking report for PWS No. 07-099 to 

: filed as a compliance item in this docket within 180 days of this Order. 

Because water loss for the Sun City Water district exceeded 10 percent during the test year, 

aff believes that the cost of purchased power and fuel and chemicals used to pump and treat water 

love the acceptable water loss threshold of 10 percent does not provide a benefit to ratepayers.269 

aff recommends that these costs therefore be disallowed, and proposed an adjustment decreasing 

uel and power expense by $193 1 1, and chemicals expense by $367.270 

The Company does not object to the water loss tracking requirements recommended by Staff, 

Co. Reply Br. at 17, citing to page 10 of the Procedural Order issued in this docket on March 18,201 0. 
Direct Testimony of Staff witness Dorothy Hains (Exh. S-7) at Exhibit DMH-2, pp. 8-9. 
Staff Br. at 6-7, 
Direct Testimony of Staff witness Gerald Becker (EA. S-9) at 3 1-32. 

7 

8 

9 



i 

! 

1( 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

- _  

DOCKET NO. W-O1303A-09-0343 ET AI 

but opposes Staffs recommended expense disaIl~wance.~~’ The Company argues that Staff 

recommendation for the reduction to operating expenses fails to recognize the efforts Arizona 

American has undertaken to reduce water loss in all its The Company states that at th 

time of the hearing, the Company had reduced water loss in the Sun City Water district to 8.3 

percent,273 and that it has complied with the requirements of Decision No. 7035 1 .274 The Cornpan: 

argues that due to its efforts, it should not be penalized by an expense disallowance.275 

There is no dispute that the Company has undertaken measures to reduce water loss sincr 

:he issuance of Decision No. 70351 in 2008. However, the 1 1.1 percent water loss existed durinf 

he 2008 test year, and the water loss problem had been ongoing since the prior test year of 2006 

juring which the Sun City Water district was already experiencing a water loss of 10 percent. BJ 

!008, the test year for this case, instead of correcting the district’s water loss, the Company hac 

illowed it to increase to 11.1 percent. We agree with Staff that the Sun City Water district’: 

xstomers should not be burdened with fuel and power and chemical expenses to treat the excess 

ost water over 10 percent. Staffs reporting requirements and expense disallowance 

ecommendations are reasonable and will be adopted. 

7. Bad Debt Expense 

The Company and Staff agreed that bad debt expense should be normalized based on the 

:ompany’s three year experience.276 However, Staff disagrees with the Company’s calculation of 

ad debt expense, and recommends that its calculation of allowable expense be adopted instead.277 

‘taff asserts that the Company calculated the bad debt expense based on net write-offs without 

iving consideration to the accrued provision.278 Staff argues that the Company’s proposed 

iethodology for computing bad debt expense departs fiom the two established methodologies for 

’ Co. Br. at 17; Co. Reply Br. at 7. 
Co. Br. at 16; Co. Reply Br. at 6. 
Co. Reply Br. at 6, citing to Direct Testimony of Company witness Bradley Cole (Exh. A-23) at 17, Exh. A-26, and 

Co. Reply Br. at 7-8. 
Id. at 7. 
Staff Br. at 5. 
Id at 5. 
Id at 6. 

2 

hase I Tr. at 556. 
1 

I 

5 

7 

I 
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treating uncollectible accounts: (1) the direct charge-off method under which uncollectibles and any 

associated, subsequent recoveries are recorded directly, or “charged off’ to bad debt expense; and 

(2) the allowance method by which a company systematically records expense to bad debt expense 

with an offset to an allowance for doubtful accounts, and by which, unlike the charge-off method, 

the charge offs and any subsequent recoveries are then made to the allowance for doubtful accounts 

account, rather than to the bad debt expense account.279 According to Staff, the Company used a 

kind of hybrid method in this case whereby its charge-offs, as well as its systematic provision for 

bad debts, were both reflected in the bad debt expense account?8o 

The Company did not brief the issue. Staff’s recommended bad debt expense amounts, 

1 
, 11 I which correct the Company’s erroneous calculations, are reasonable and will be adopted. i 

12 

13 

14 

8. Tank Maintenance Expense (Sun City Water) 

The Company requested approval to establish a tank maintenance reserve account to address 

ongoing tank maintenance requirements in its Sun City Water district.2g’ In 2009, the Company 

1 1 commissioned a consultant to examine the condition of the tanks in the Sun City Water district and 
I 

16 

~ 17 

provide a recommendation for maintenance.282 Based on the recommendation, the Company plans 

to commence a tank maintenance program for all the tanks in this district over the next fourteen 

years, beginning with those most in need of maintenance.283 

Staff recommends that instead of establishment of a tank maintenance reserve account, the 

Company be authorized to include the known and measurable costs associated with tank 
19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

maintenance as a normalized expense, in the amount of $362,000.284 Staff’s witness testified that 

Staff supports the Company’s planned program of regular tank maintenance because of the long 

term benefits that accrue to ratepayers by reducing long term capital The Company is in 

H 
279 Id. 
280 Id. 

Direct Testimony of Company witness Bradley Cole (Exh. A-23) at 16. 

Direct Testimony of Company witness Bradley Cole (EA. A-23) at 16. 
Staff Br. at 6, citing to Phase I Tr. at 815,962-963. 

281 

282 Id. at 15; Exh. A-35. 
283 

264 

285 Phase I Tr. at 815. 
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agreement with Staffs recommendation.286 

RUCO opposes the establishment of a tank maintenance expense reserve fund, but did not 

Dbject to the normalization adjustment proposed by Staff.287 

We agree with RUCO and Staff that establishment of a tank maintenance expense reserve 

%nd for the Sun City Water district is not appropriate at this time and will not authorize such an 

iccount. However the Company has demonstrated that it will begin, in the Sun City Water district, a 

xogram with demonstrated known and measurable ongoing expense amounts that are reasonable 

md will provide long term system benefits. Staffs recommendation for normalized tank 

naintenance expense is based on those demonstrated known and measurable ongoing expenst 

mounts. The normalized expense amount recommended by Staff is reasonable and will be adoptec 

Dr purposes of this proceeding. 

9. Tank Maintenance Deferral Account (Anthem Water) 

The Company also requests authority to establish a deferral account to allow it to defer tank 

iaintenance expenses for the Anthem Water district until the next rate case for the district, at which 

me the Company may seek recovery of the deferred amounts.288 RUCO does not oppose the 

stablishment of such a deferral account, as the Company already has such an account in place for 

Le Sun City Water We agree with the Company that establishment of such an account is 

Jpropriate, and find that it is reasonable and in the public interest to authorize the Company to 

itablish a deferral account to allow it to defer tank maintenance expenses for the Anthem Water 

strict until the next rate case for the district, at which time the Company may present evidence in 

ipport of recovery of the deferred expense amounts for consideration. 

D. Operating Income Summary 
Anthem/ 

Anthem Sun City Agua Fria Sun City Sun City West 
Water Water Wastewater Wastewater Wastewater 

Revenues $7,492,744 $9,283,101 $8,637,123 $5,940,381 $5,661,710 
Adjusted Test Year 

Co. Reply Br. at 16. 
RUCO Br. at 2 1-22; RUCO Reply Br. at 9.  

RUCO Reply Br. at 10. 
18 Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Thomas Broderick (Exh. A-7) at 10. 
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$6,946,809 $8,376,956 $8,426,722 $5,888,749 $5,257,191 

$545,935 $906,145 $2 10,40 1 $5 1,632 $404,5 1 S 

Company 

RUCO 

Council 

Staff 

V. COST OF CAPITAL 

cost of Cost of Capital Structure Weighted Average Cost of 
Debt Equity Equitymebt Capital 

4.91% 10.70% 38.86% / 61.14% 7.20% 

5.02%* 9.50% 39.15% I 60.85%* 6.77% 

6.37%** 

4.91% 10.70% 38.86% / 61.14% 7.20% 

** The Council did not perform a cost of capital analysis. The Council originally baxd 
its rate of return recommendation of 6.77 percent on that recommended by RUCO. 
However, in its Reply Brief, tkg Council states a belief that a 6.37 percent rate of return 
is reasonable and appropriate. 

A. Capital Structure 

The Company’s application proposed a capital structure of 45.15 percent equity and 58.8f 

Iercent debt, excluding short-term debt.292 However, in order to limit the number of issues in thi! 

:ase, the Company agreed in its rebuttal testimony to accept Staffs cost of capita 

ecom~nendations.~~~ RUCO recommends a capital structure of approximately 13.29 percent short. 

xm debt, 47.56 percent long-term debt and 39.15 percent equity.294 Staff recommends a capita 

tructure of 38.86 percent equity and 61.14 percent debt, which includes short-term debt.295 

There is very little difference between the capital structures recommended by RUCO and 

taff s witnesses.296 For purposes of this proceeding, we adopt a capitai structure for the Company 

onsisting of 38.86 percent equity and 61.14 percent debt, which includes short-term debt. 

Council Br. at 14. 
’ Id at 
Direct of Company witness Thomas Broderick (Exh. A-6) at 8-10. 2 

I Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Thomas Broderick (Exh. AL7) at 4; Phase I Tr. at 490. 
Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness William Rigsby (Exh. R-4) at 3. 
Direct Testimony of Staff witness Juan Manrique (Exh. S-3) at 10. 
’ Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness William Rigsby (Exh. R-4) at 3. 

1 
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B. Cost of Debt 

The Company’s application stated a cost of debt of 5.468 percent.297 The Company agreed 

o accept Staff’s recommended cost of debt of 4.91 percent.298 RUCO recommends a cost of short- 

enn debt of 3.41 percent, and a cost of long-term debt of 5.47 percent.2w RUCO’s witness notes 

hat RUCO’s recommended combined long-term and short-term debt cost of debt would be 5.02 

lercent, and would produce the same WACC as that produced by the separated debt 

A 4.91 percent cost of debt is reasonable and will be adopted for purposes of this rate case. 

C. Cost of Equity 

Unlike the cost of debt, which is based on actual costs, Arizona-American’s cost of equity 

lust be estimated. The Company, RUCO and Staff each presented a witness who testified as to the 

ialysis used to reach their estimated cost of equity recommendations. Each witness used data from 

:lected sample groups of publicly traded companies in order to perform the estimates. 

The Company contends that the cost of equity analysis of its witness, which included two 

xsions of the Discounted Cash Flow (“DCF”) model, three versions of the Capital Asset Pricing 

ode1 (“CAPM”), and an after-tax weighted average cost of capital (“ATWACC”) analysis, 

ipports a 12.25 percent cost ~ f e q u i t y . ~ ”  However, in order to limit the number of issues in this 

ise, the Company agreed in its rebuttal testimony to accept Staffs cost bf capital 

 commendation^,^^^ and proposes a cost of equity of 10.7 percent.303 

The analysis of Staffs witness included use of two DCF models and a CAPM. Staffs 

erage DCF and CAPM results produce a 9.9 percent cost of equity capital, which after Staffs 80 

sis point risk adjustment, produces Staffs recommendation of 10.7 percent as the Company’s 

timated cost of equity.304 

Direct Testimony of Company witness Thomas Broderick (Exh. A-6) at 8-10. 
Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Thomas Broderick (Exh. A-7) at 15-16; Direct Testimony of Staff witness 
Ln Manrique (Exh. S-3) at Schedule JCM- 1. 
Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness William Rigsby (Exh. R-4) at 4. 
Id at5.  
Co. Br. at 36, citing to Direct Testimony of Company witness Bente Villadsen (EA. A-20) at 36-37, Appendix B and 
69. 
Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Thomas Broderick (Exh. A-7) at 4; Phase I Tr. at 490. 
Co Br. at 35. 
Schedule JCM-3. 
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.... 
RUCO’s witness also used a DCF and CAPM analysis, and based on the results, RUCO 

recommends a cost of equity of 9.50 per~ent.~” 

The Company contends that Staff’s analysis supports a cost of equity of 10.7 percent.306 The 

Company points out that Staff’s resulting weighted average cost of capital of 7.2 percent is lower 

than the 7.33 percent approved for the Company in Decision No. 7141 0, the Company’s most recent 

rate Decision, but that the recommendation recognizes the level of risk in the Company’s capital 

structure, and is within the range of returns allowed by other jurisdictions and within the range of 

lyhat credit rating agencies consider appropriate for a utility such as Ari~ona-American.~~~ 

The Company is critical of RUCO’s cost of equity analysis and asserts that its resulting 6.7 

iercent weighted average cost of capital is unreasonable, lacks support, and should not be 

~dopted.~’~ The Company argues that RUCO’s recommendation fails to recognize the impact of the 

:urrent financial crisis on the cost of equity and the need to attract necessary investment.309 

RUCO objects to the Company’s claim that RUCO’s cost of equity recommendation lacks 

~ p p o r t . ~ ’ ~  RUCO contends that its recommendation recognizes the impact of the current financial 

risis on the cost of capital, because the risk associated with regulated utilities is lower than their 

on-regulated co~nterparts.~ * RUCO states that while the parties can argue over what is reasonable, 

can hardly be argued that RUCO’s recommendation lacks support, as RUCO performed the same 

rpe of cost of capital analysis as Staff, and the Company has accepted Staffs re~ommendation.~’~ 

.UCO states that neither RUCO nor Staffs cost of capital recommendation lacks support based on 

Le evidence in the record.313 

The Company’s witness testified that the facts that financial markets are in turmoil and that 

ock market volatility has increased dramatically mean that equity investors face increased 

Surrebuttal Testimony of RUCO witness William Rigsby (Exh. R-4) at 5 .  
Co. Br. at 39. 

Id at 36. 
Id at37. 

lo RUCO Reply Br. at 18. 
Id. at 19. 

l2 id. at 18-19. 
l 3  id. at 19. 

05 

06 

O7 Id.  
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uncertainty, which leads them to seek lower risk investments or to demand a higher expected rate of 

return before they are willing to invest their money, and in part, this is an explanation of why market 

prices have fallen.314 While RUCO argues that the lower risk of regulated utilities is attractive to 

investors in a bad economic climate, and that the Company’s parent relies on low cost debt financing 

to fund its capital i rnpr~vernents ,~~~ neither argument addresses the undisputed fact that Arizona- 

4merican faces more risk than many comparable companies because it has more debt in its capital 

structure. 

Article 15, Section 3 of the Arizona Constitution provides in relevant part that the 

:omission “shall have full power to, and shall, prescribe just and reasonable classifications to be 

ised and just and reasonable rates and charges to be made and collected, by public service 

:orporations within the State for service rendered therein.” In determining just and reasonable rates, 

he Commission has broad discretion subject to the obligation to ascertain the fair value of the 

itility’s property, and establishing rates that “meet the overall operating costs of the utility and 

lroduce a reasonable rate of Under the Arizona Constitution, a utility company is entitled 

3 a fair rate of return on the fair value of its properties, “no more and no The oft cited 

€ope, BlueJieZd, and Duquesne cases3I8 provide that the return determined by the Commission must 

e equal to an investment with similar risks made at generally the same time, and should be 

Jfficient under efficient management to enable the Company to maintain its credit standing and 

&e funds needed for the proper discharge of its duties. 

As RUCO points out, the lower risk of regulated utilities is attractive to investors in a bad 

:onomic climate, and the Company’s parent relies on low cost debt financing to f h d  its capital 

nprovements. Given the current economic climate, we find that Staffs financial risk adjustment is 

Jt appropriate in this case. We find that of the proposed cost of equity estimates, RUCO’s is the 

Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Bente Villadsen (Exh. A-21) at 4. I 

’ RUCO Reply Br. at 19. 
’ Scates, et al. v. Arizona Corp. Comm ‘n, 1 1  8 Ariz. 53 1,534, 578 P.2d 612 (Ct. App. 1978). 

17 Litchfield Park Service Co. v. Arizona Corp. Comm’n, 78 Anz. 431, 434, 874 P.2d 988 (Ct. App. 1994), citing 
rizona Corp. Comm ’n v. Citizens Utilities Co., 120 Ark. 184 (Ct. App. 1978). 

Federal Power Commission et al. v. Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591 (1944); Bluefield Waterworks & 
nprovement Co. v. Public Service Commission of West Virginia, et al., 262 U.S. 679 (1923); Duquesne Light Co. v. 
arusch, 488 U.S. 299 (1989). 
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more reasonable. Applying the 9.50 percent cost of equity and 4.91 percent cost of debt to t h f  

capital structure adopted herein results in an overall weighted cost of capital for Arizona-Americar 

of 6.70 percent. 

Even if we were to agree with the Company’s arguments about RUCO’s recommended 

-eturn on equity, we would nonetheless adopt it, as we believe that a reduced return on equity is 

ustified under the facts of this case. Our decision in this matter gives rate base treatment to the 

hthem plant associated with the balloon payments to Pulte. We recognize the heavy burden that 

his result will place upon Anthem ratepayers. In our view, the Anthem ratepayers appear to have 

been caught between a developer that failed to fully inform them of the relevant facts and a water 

ompany that failed to keep their best interests at heart. 

Unfortunately, we cannot address these issues by taking any action against the developer. 

Auch as we might want to craft a remedy that is comprehensive and directed to all the responsible 

ctors, we do not have jurisdiction over the developer, nor do we have the comprehensive authority 

f a  court of general jurisdiction. 

Earlier in this decision we referred to the Federal District Court case that was initiated by 

:rtain Anthem ratepayers against Pulte, among others. In a recent order, the United States District 

ourt for the District of Arizona granted summary judgment to the plaintiffs, concluding that Pulte 

id failed to disclose to prospective homebuyers the costs of the infrastructure for which they would 

timately be responsible. The Court specifically stated, “the issue is not whether a developer has a 

i ty  to predict future utility rates, but whether Pulte was required to disclose the “estimated costs 

lated to the improvements [and facilities] that will be borne by purchasers.”319 This would appear 

be a positive outcome for these plaintiffs, and we note that the case is currently on appeal before 

: 9” Circuit. 

Because Arizona-American is not a party to the Federal District Court ruling, the 

lmmission is unable to take direct action herein related to the litigation. That does not mean that 

cannot take appropriate regulatory action against Arizona-American. While the Company’s 

3rimmelmann v. h l t e  Home Corporation, 2010 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 89695, Pg 7 13-15. 
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actions related to the inhstructure agreement may not justify a plant disallowance, we think that the 

Company nonetheless failed to adequately consider the risks that the infrastructure agreement posed 

for its ratepayers. The Company appears to have made concessions to the developer in an effort tc 

win the project.320 The result is an infrastructure agreement that is significantly different from 

standard agreements; furthermore, these differences tend to place the risk of accelerated build-out 

md accelerated payments entirely upon the ratepayers. The anticipated build-out schedule - and the 

;orresponding balloon payments - were anticipated to occur over a much longer time period. Actual 

mild-out occurred much more quickly. As a result, the Company has sought rate base treatment for 

he plant associated with those balloon payments much sooner than expected and over a shorter time 

jeriod. Although we have not disallowed the plant, we recognize what we believe is unreasonable 

isk-shifting to the ratepayers. We believe the infrastructure agreement and its corresponding 

lalloon payments are an unreasonable risk shifting to the ratepayers, and we believe that this serves 

s an alternative justification for a lower cost of equity in this case, 

D. Cost of Capital Summary 
I Percentage 1 Cost I Weighted 

‘I. REVENUE REOUIREMENT 

Based on the discussion herein, revenue increases for each of the districts are authorized as 

)llows: 

nthem Water 

Based on our findings herein, we determine that the Anthem Water district’s gross revenue 

iould increase by $5,453,750, or 72.79 percent. 

Fair Value Rate Base $57,249,836 

Required Fair Value Rate of Return 6.70% 
Required Operating Income 3,835,739 
Operating Income Deficiency 3,289,804 

Adjusted Operating Income 545,935 
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Gross Revenue Conversion Factor 
Gross Revenue Increase 

1.6578 
$5,453,750 

Sun City Water 

Based on our findings herein, we determine that the Sun City Water district’s gross revenul 

should increase by $1,611,522, or 17.36 percent. 

Fair Value Rate Base $28,188,865 
Adjusted Operating Income 906,145 
Required Fair Value Rate of Return 6.70% 
Required Operating Income 1,888,654 
Operating Income Deficiency 982,509 
Gross Revenue Conversion Factor 1.6402 
Gross Revenue Increase $ 1,611,522 

LnthedAma Fria Wastewater 

Based on our findings herein, we determine that the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district’s 

ross revenue should increase by $4,657,770, or 53.93 percent. 

Fair Value Rate Base $45,116,927 
2 10,40 1 Adjusted Operating Income 

6.70% Required Fair Value Rate of Return 
Required Operating Income 3,022,834 
Operating Income Deficiency 2,8 12,433 
Gross Revenue Conversion Factor 1.6561 
Gross Revenue Increase $4,657,770 

m City Wastewater 

Based on our findings herein, we determine that the Sun City Wastewater district’s gross 

venue should increase by $1,62 1,157, or 27.29 percent. 

Fair Value Rate Base $15,489,977 
Adjusted Operating Income 5 1,632 
Required Fair Value Rate of Return 6.70% 
Required Operating Income 1,037,828 
Operating Income Deficiency 986,197 
Gross Revenue Conversion Factor 1.6438 
Gross Revenue Increase $1,621,157 
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Sun City West Wastewater 

Based on our findings herein, we determine that the Sun City West Wastewater district': 

TOSS revenue should increase by $1,326,805, or 23.43 percent. 

I 

I (  
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I 23 

24 

I 25 

Fair Value Rate Base 
Adjusted Operating Income 
Required Fair Value Rate of Return 
Required Operating Income 
Operating Income Deficiency 
Gross Revenue Conversion Factor 
Gross Revenue Increase 

TI, RATE DESIGN 

A. Consolidation 

$18,096,538 
4043 19 

6.70% 
1,212,468 

807,949 
1.6422 

$1,326,805 

1. Company 

Arizona-American states that this proceeding has made clear that for various reasons, the 

enefits of consolidation are championed by certain parties, and not accepted by other parties.321 

'he Company states that while it will never be possible to convince all parties that consolidation is 

eneficial, this proceeding is the best opportunity to do and that ample evidence exists in the 

:cord to support its irnplernentati~n.~~~ The Company states that if the Commission determines thx 

is appropriate to implement rate consolidation in this proceeding, it will use its best efforts to 

wre that consolidation is implemented effectively in the manner ordered by the Commission.324 

The Company believes that if consolidation is ordered in this proceeding, the best method to 

hieve the 1 1 1  benefits of consolidation is a Company-wide con~olidat ion.~~~ Arizona-American's 

la1 rate design schedules include both stand-alone rates and the Company's Preferred 

msolidation Scenario One (Company Consolidation Model Version 4). For comparison purposes, 

: Company provided, as part of its fmal rate design schedules, the consolidation scenarios 

pested at the hearing by Chairman Mayes, which set forth consolidation if Sun City is excluded 

20. Br. at 45. 
v. 
20. Reply Br. at 26. 
20. Br. at 45. 
d at 46; Co. Reply Br. at 26. 
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The Company lists important features of its Preferred Consolidation Scenario One (Company 

2onsoIidation Model Version 4) as follows: 

it includes all of the Company’s water and wastewater districts; 

0 it is proposed to occur in up to five “revenue neutral” steps; 

and if both Sun City and Sun City West are excluded.326 

0 the residential 1 -inch meter water monthly minimum charge is reduced to 1.25 times 
the 5/8 and 3/4-inch meters charge; 

0 beginning in Step 1, there are five residential rate tiers for all meter sizes, and three 
commercial rate tiers for meter sizes two inches and smaller, and two commercial 
rate tiers for larger commercial meters. 

The Council believes that rate consolidation is a long-term solution that, over the long haul 

:nefits all customers. The Council recommends that in order to achieve the maximum benefits of 

insolidation, all of Arizona-American’s water and wastewater districts be consolidated through a 

/e step implementation plan.327 The Council supports the Company’s Preferred Consolidation 

.enario One (Company Consolidation Model Version 4):’’ 

0 the consolidated non-potable water tariff is $1.24 per 1,000 gallons in all steps; and 

2. Council 

The Council cites as benefits of rate consolidation the following: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

lower administrative costs through unified customer accounting and billing systems; 

reduction in the number of rate cases and associated expenses; 

elimination of distorted cost allocations among districts in rate filings; 

implementation of standard customer service policies and related service rates and 
charges; 

improved rate stability and elimination of rate shock; 

reduced customer confbsion with respect to the Company’s currently differing rate 
schedules; 

0. Br. at 46. 
ouncil Br. at 15; Council Reply Br. at 16. 
! 
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0 development and implementation of a targeted and comprehensive watl 
conservation program for all of its systems; and ’ 

0 improved opportunities for future acquisitions, especially of troubled watt 
systems.329 

The Council states that the benefits of consolidation are particularly true for older an 

maller districts that may experience disproportionately higher rates without consolidation, pointin 

i the Company’s testimony that customers residing in Sun City, despite their current opposition tl 

onsolidation, are likely to be the greatest beneficiaries of consolidation due to the aginj 

ili-astructure in the Sun City Water The Council states that the five residential tiers il 

Le commodity rate component allow the Company to address the variation in customer use pattern! 

xoss the various districts, and that that the five-step consolidation plan proposed by the Companl 

ill allow for a smoother transition and will reduce “rate shock” for customers in those district: 

hose rates will increase more than they would without consolidation.331 

In the event that Company-wide consolidation is not instituted in this proceeding, the 

iuncil prefers the current rate structure for the Anthem The Council asserts that partial 

nsolidation is not consistent with the purposes of consolidation, and would not provide any 

2aninghl improvement for Anthem residents over the current stand-alone rate design.333 

3. Paradise Vallev 

Paradise Valley states that now is not the opportune time to implement rate consolidation for 

; Company’s Paradise Valley contends consolidation should be more thoroughly 

dyzed in a future case, with more detailed information identified fi-om the outset of the process.335 

Paradise Valley believes that consolidation should not be implemented in this case due to 

k of clarity and inadequate direction in Decision No. 71410 as to how the consideration of 

isolidation should be accomplished, and due to the lack of meaningfil “Town Halls” conducted 

:ouncil Br. at 16. 
:ouncil Reply Br. at 16, citing to Phase II Tr. at 347-52. 
:ouncil Br. at 17. 
h at 18. 
9. at 15. 
aradise Valley Br. at 4. 
d. at 8, 14. Paradise Valley noted that only five residents attended the Town Hall the Company conducted in 
dise Valley on July 12,2010 at 5:30 p.m. 
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prior to the hearing, or other education of the affected customer base.336 Due to the numerouc 

factors presented in this case, Paradise Valley contends it is nearly impossible for any customer to 

predict how consolidation would affect that customer, what factors would be considered in the final 

malysis, and which scenario might be selected by the Commission.337 Further, Paradise Valley 

:ontends that the lack of a defined consolidation scenario has made the probability of having a 

neaningfbl Town Hall discussion on rate consolidation Paradise Valley would prefer 

hat the Commission identify a rate consolidation proposal which would provide a basis for 

:ustomers to use their individual consumption data to analyze how that proposal would impact them, 

rior to Town Hall meetings.339 

Aside from procedural issues, however, Paradise Valley argues that consolidation is not 

kely to result in any customer benefits, but only in a shifting of costs from one set of customers to 

thers, and that consolidation may even lead to higher customer rates in general.340 Paradise 

'alley's witness testified that the Town Council of Paradise Valley does not support the concept of 

tte consolidation, as it does not believe there is any purpose for consolidating the Paradise Valley 

later district with other Arizona-American districts at this time, including assisting with funding 

:eded system upgrades or needed capital improvements, which it believes can be made regardless 

- con~olidation.~~'  Paradise Valley argues that public policy goals such as water conservation can 

: better addressed in individual rate cases.342 Paradise Valley contends that any comparison 

:tween the state-wide rates of APS and the rate consolidation of the Company's unique districts is 

iwed, because Arizona-American's districts have varying needs and requirements and have no 

entralized grid or physical interconnection between their geographically separate facilities.343 

Paradise Valley believes that the only b u s h e s  logic behind rate consoiidation is simplicity 

Paradise Valley Br. at 14. 
' Id  at 6. 
~d at 9. 

6 

Id. 
Id.  

> 

' Id at 10, citing to Direct Testimony of Paradise Valley wimess James Bacon, Town Manager of Paradise Valley 
.xh. PV-I) at 6 and Exhibit A. 
! Paradise Valley Br. at 10. 
la! at 11. 
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for regulators, because the Company already treats its districts as if they are one in its cost 

allocations, such that the only savings would be bookkeeping costs.344 Paradise Valley states that 

the centralization of the districts’ rate bases could actually lead to overall customer rate increases as 

it would make it more difficult for customers to dissect the information discrete to their locality in 

order to voice their 0pinion,3~’ and customers would be less likely to question costs when ratepayers 

From other districts are going to help pay them.346 Conversely, Paradise Valley argues that if the 

‘combined customer” does request a vigorous vetting of requested improvements in each district, 

:onsolidation could lead to the result of pitting customers of one district against those of another.347 

4. Resorts 

The Resorts state that under the Company’s Preferred Consolidation Scenario One 

:Company Consolidation Model Version 4), consolidated rates would raise the revenue requirement 

)n the Paradise Valley Water district by about 10 percent, but that the individual resorts’ estimated 

.ate increase would be 32 percent.348 The Resorts claim that they would be unduly harmed by the 

ncreases in commodity charges.349 The Resorts state that under the Company’s Preferred 

Zonsolidation Scenario One (Company Consolidation Model Version 4), the commercial class in the 

’aradise Valley Water district bears a 31.5 percent increase, while the residential class bears 3.3 

, e r~en t .~~’  The Resorts contend that both the Company’s and S t a s  system-wide consolidation 

jroposed rates for the Resorts will exceed the costs of providing service in the Paradise Valley 

Mater and object to both proposals because no cost of service study was done to 

letermine whether the proposed rates achieve fairness in the apportionment of total costs of service 

mong different consumers.352 The Resorts contend that if rate consolidation is implemented, they 

hould be excluded fiom consolidation or in the alternative, a “Resort Class” or commercial class of 

14 Id.  
Direct Testimony of Paradise Valley witness James Bacon, Town Manager of Paradise Valley (Exh. PV-1) at 8. 
Paradise Valley Br. at 12. 
Id. at 12-13. 
Resorts Br. at 2, citing to Direct Testimony of Resorts witness John Thornton (EA. RES-1) at 2 and Resorts Final 

Resorts Br. at 3. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

chedules, Attachment 2. 
19 

lo Id 
” Id. at 4, citing to Direct Testimony of Resorts witness John Thornton (Exh. RES-1) at 20. 

Id. 
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service should be established that recognizes their unique status, and the fact that there is no other 

customer class with which the Resorts can be combined.353 The Resorts have therefore proposed 

modifications to the Company’s Preferred Consolidation Scenario One (Company Consolidation 

Model Version 4) that would limit the rate impact of consolidation on the Resorts to 12 percent.354 

Staff states that it does not believe the Resorts have met their burden of proof with respect to 

exclusion from any consolidation proposal the Commission might adopt, or that the Resorts have 

shown that their specific proposal serves the public interest.355 Staff contends that while at some 

point consideration of a special classification may be appropriate, the specifics associated with any 

special resort classification would require further review.356 

The Company believes that the commercial tiers in its Preferred Consolidation Scenario One 

(Company Consolidation Model Version 4) should address the issues raised by the Resorts in 

relation to cons~ l ida t ion .~~~  

5.  W.R. Hansen 

Mr. Hansen is opposed to any rate consolidation proposal, and offers six reasons why 

consolidation should be rejected: 

I centralization of production in concentrated plant facilities is not contemplated or 
plausible; 

I cost savings of significant proportion are absent; l8  I 
19 

20 

21 a 
23 22 I 

there is no singular rate but a move toward a centralized average, resulting in a bonus 
for Anthem and Tubac at the expense of Sun City and Mohave in particular; 

the current range of rates is too wide and the ages of the infrastructure in the districts 
differs too widely; 

consolidation would encourage the Company to acquire poorly performing utilities 
and burden existing customers with their costs; and 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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6. Larry Woods 

Mr. Woods opposes the implementation of rate consolidation, which he states is technically 

lot consolidation, but “rate leveling.”359 Mr. Woods asserts that sources of water, age of processing 

quipment, methods of purification, and distribution systems are locally unique and vary greatly 

?om district to district, and therefore there cannot be a case made that all ratepayers should be 

:harged the same rates for delivery of water to the faucet.36o Mr. Woods believes that the idea of 

.ost-sharing is different for a municipal utility than for a for-profit utility, whose goal is profit to the 

hareholder, in contrast to a municipal utility, whose focus is service.361 Mr. Woods is of the 

!pinion that situations such as that in the Tubac Water district, where a small group of residents is 

mced to incur exorbitant costs that are outside their control, should be addressed by government.362 

4r. Woods also contends that if consolidation is approved, there will be increased acquisition 

ctivities by Arizona-American of small water systems in states of disrepair, funded by current 

itepayers at no business risk to the Company.363 

Mr. Woods states that he cannot identify any significant savings that would be had through 

~nso l ida t ion .~~~  He states that since a consolidated rate request would affect all ratepayers in all 

istricts, then potentially there could be intervenors from all districts in consolidated rate cases, and 

iat the actual review of consolidated rate requests would result in more review and longer 

.oceedings, as opposed to cost savings.365 

7. Marshall Magruder 

Mr. Magruder proposes the following: 

rate consolidation for all water and wastewater districts in five steps over a five 
year period; 

adoption of either Magruder consolidated rates or a modified version of the 
Company’s scenario one; 

Woods Br. at 1-2. $9 

’O ~ d .  at 2. 
” IGJ, at 5.  
’* Id. at 5-6. 
’’ Id. at 4-6. 
-I Id. at 6. ’ ~ d .  at 3. 
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implementation of a new $500 fee for changing a water meter to a smaller size 
along with a safety certification recorded on the deed for such customers with fire 
sprinklers; 

cancellation of all low income programs with the exception of the Sun City Low 
Income Program proposed by the Company for condominium residents, and the 
institution of new similar programs for all multi-residential units served by the 
Company, along with a new low first residential tier at less than $l.OO/thousand 
gallons for the first 3,000 gallons; 

rate structure design to provide lowest rates for lowest consumption users and 
increasingly higher rates for the highest consumption users to conserve water by 
sending price signals to residential and commercial customers; 

conservation incentive rate structure with five residential and four commercial 
inclined block tiers, so customers can more easily use less water and move to a 
lower usage tier more easily; 

consolidation of all “Fees and Miscellaneous Charges;” 

consolidation €or the Company’s “Rules and Regulations” in one document; 

that the Company be required to submit within 90 days with a water demand side 
management (“DSM) adjustment not to exceed 2 percent, at least five water DSM 
programs in several rate classes including residential, commercial and large 
hotels/resorts and golf courses that include specified performance measurement 
objective criteria and goals for all rate categories, including customer water audits; 

that the Company provide a water loss DSM program including incentives for 
decreased water loss and penalties for increased water loss over 10 percent; 

that the Company activate a Citizens Advisory Committee with at least one person 
per small (less than 5,000 customers) district and at least two for larger districts 
representing different rate classes, with at least semi-annual meetings; that the 
Company establish a regular “Town Hall” schedule; that the Company publish a 
multi-page newsletter as a way to receive customer feedback and review rules and 
regulations and inform the public of water YJM programs and of ongoing projects 
or Company changes that impact customers. 

8. RUCO 

RUCO contends that rate consolidation would not be in the ratepayers’ best interests in this 

Be, and that due to legal impediments, the passionate divisiveness among ratepayers, and public 

llicy constraints, rate consolidation should be rejected.367 RUCO points out that on brief, the 

Dmpany avoids stating a position on consolidation, but instead states that it “seeks the 

xnmission’s leadership” on the While the Company states that if consolidation is to be 

Magruder Br. at 1-2; Magruder Reply Br. at 1,9-10,95. 
RUCO Reply Br. at 23. 
RUCO Reply Br. at 20; see Co. Br. at 45. 
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accomplished, now is the best 0pportunity,3~~ RUCO disagrees. RUCO believes that now is a bad 

time to implement consolidation due to the recent rate increase for several of the Company’s 

systems just last year, vehement ratepayer public comment in opposition, uninformed customers, 

ind a bad economic environment.370 RUCO contends that it cannot say when the best time would be 

o approve rate consolidation for Arizona-American, but believes that a better time than the present 

d l  be when there is one application before the Commission that includes all the districts based on a 

ingle test year, with a single revenue requirement, when the public has had adequate notice and all 

)f the facts, and when there is more public support.37’ 

RUCO argues that it is impossible to consolidate rates without some initial subsidization of 

ome districts by other districts, and that while ratepayers may be willing to pay a little bit more in 

he beginning, knowing the benefits will be returned to them in the future due to consolidation, there 

vi11 be ratepayer resistance to consolidation if the initial cost shift is too great.372 

RUCO contends that neither of the Company’s (three-step or five-step) rate consolidation 

roposals resolve the following issues: 

the legal infirmity of consolidated rates based on some districts’ fair value rate base 
calculated on a 2007 test year and others based on a 2008 test year (RUCO argues 
that in order to consolidate rates based on two different test years, the rate bases and 
rates of return will have to be averaged or blended); 

the violation of the Commission’s rule that a utility’s rates must be set based on a 
one-year historical test period; 

the lack of conformity to the revenue neutrality requirement of Decision No. 7 14 10 
(RUCO argues that during the phase-in to consolidation proposed by the Company, 
the total revenue requirement is being constantly shifted among the districts, which 
RUCO argues does not comport with language in Decision No. 71410 requiring 
consideration of “a revenue neutral change to rate 

failure to mitigate “rate shock” for Anthem ratepayers until completion of all the 
steps; 

impairment of the Commission’s goal of water conservation because consolidated 

‘See Co. Br. at 45. 
’ RUCO Br. at 60-61 and RUCO Reply Br. at 21, citing to Tr. at 1092-94. 
RUCO Br. at 6 1. 
RUCO Br. at 65-66, citing to Direct Rate Design/Rate Consolidation Testimony of RUCO witness Jodi Jerich ( E d .  
14) at 22. 
See Decision No. 7 14 10 at 78. 
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commodit%7;ates distort the actual cost to deliver safe and reliable water to 
customers; 

failure to include sufficient safeguards to preserve adequate detail and recordkeeping 
so that the Commission can properly monitor and inspect the books; 

increases in rates for ratepayers who recently received a rate increase in 2009 
pursuant to Decision No. 71410; and 

0 

failure to provide rate stability, because ratepayers in the Sun City, Paradise Valley 
and Mohave districts will be caught in a continuous cycle of rate increases, and 
because the Company will likely be back requesting more rate increases before all the 
steps toward full implementation of consolidation are completed, which RUCO 
believes will cause iI1 wiIl for the Company and the Commi~sion?’~ 

RUCO is also opposed to partial consolidation scenarios. RUCO states that if the intent of 

eparating the Sun City and Sun City West districts from consolidation is to shield retired ratepayers 

iving on fixed incomes from subsidizing rates for others, the effort fails, because there are retirees 

iving on fixed incomes, as well as low-income ratepayers, living in other Arizona-American 

istricts as RUCO also makes the point that keeping two of the largest systems out of a 

onsolidated rate design only shifts more costs to ratepayers in other districts that also include 

;tirees and low-income customers.377 

The Company indicates that it does not believe RUCO’s legal arguments create any 

npediment to con~ol ida t ion .~~~ 

The Council states that it opposes RUCO’s policy arguments against con~ol ida t ion .~~~ The 

ouncil also discounts RUCO’s legal arguments against consolidation, and contends that the 

ommission has the authority and the discretion to consider the different test years, costs of equity 

id costs of debt to which RUCO refers, with the objective of determining whether the rates and 

iarges under a given Company-wide rate consolidation proposal would result in just and reasonable 

tes and charges.380 The Council states that it is not proposing to, and the Commission is not 

quired to, “average” the fair value determinations of the two rate cases, and that the passage of 

Direct Rate Designkite Consolidation Testimony of RUCO witness Jodi Jerich (Exh. R-14) at 14, 
RUCO Reply Br. at 22-23. 
RUCO Br. at 65. 
Id 
Co. Reply Br. at 26. 
Council Reply Br. at 19-20. 
Id. at 18. 
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time between the fair value determinations in Decision No. 71410 and this case is not such as to 

make unreasonable the Commission’s consideration of all the fair value  determination^.^^' As to the 

issue of revenue neutral consolidated rate designs, the Council states that as RUCO has noted, it is 

mathematically impossible to create a consolidated rate design whereby each water and wastewater 

district retains its individual revenue requirement, and that RUCO’s interpretation that consolidation 

violates the language of Decision No. 71410 requiring “revenue neutrality” cannot be reconciled 

with the Commission’s stated desire to explore con~ol ida t ion .~~~ 

Staff states that the issues RUCO raised about the use of different test years and the 

interpretation of the directive that consolidated rates be “revenue neutral“ could be addressed, to the 

zxtent they are valid, should the Commission desire to adopt a consolidated rate design 
_ .  __ . -  

9. staff 

Staff does not support consolidation of the rate design for all or some of the Company’s 

jistricts at this time, and recommends that the Commission adopt Staffs stand-alone rate design.3s4 

In compliance with Decision No. 71410, Staff put forward consolidation proposals. Staff 

sresented three alternative consolidated rate design proposals, using the consolidation model 

srovided by the Company, should the Commission decide that consolidation was appropriate in this 

: a ~ e . ~ * ~  Staff presented three separate rate consolidation scenarios: 

0 Staffs Consolidation Scenario One is a total conmiidation of all the Company‘s 
respective water and wastewater districts in Arizona. 

Staffs Consolidation Scenario Two consolidates the following water districts: Agua 
Fria, Anthem, Tubac, Mohave, Havasu, and Paradise Valley as one consolidation, 
and Sun City and Sun City West as a separate consolidation. Scenario Two also 
consolidates the wastewater districts as follows: Sun City and Sun City West32 one 
consolidation, and AnthedAgua Fria and Mohave as a separate consolidation. 

Staffs Consolidation Scenario Three consolidates only water districts as follows: 
Sun City and Sun City West together; Agua Fria, Anthem and Paradise Valley 

0 

*’ Id 
‘ * I d .  at 19. 
83 Staff Reply Br. at 14. 

85 Direct Testimony of Staff witness Jefiey Michlik (EA. S-15) at 21-23. 
86 Id at 2 1-22 and Schedule JMM-3 and JMM-4. 
B7 Id.at 23-23 and Schedule J M M d  and JMM-6. 

Staff Br. at 16; Staff Reply Br. at 13. 84 
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together; and Tubac, Mohave and Havasu together.388 

Staff states that it has always been concerned by the fact that the Company did not propose a 

:onsolidated rate design in its direct case.389 Staff states that the Company has the burden of proof, 

tnd the Company’s failure to present a direct case in support of rate consolidation means that much 

if the information Staff believes is needed to do a costbenefit analysis was not in the record.390 

ltaff s witness Mr. Abinah identified the following factors that Staff believes should be considered: 

public health and safety; 

proximity and location; 

0 

price shocWmitigation; 

public policy; and 

0 

economies of scalehate case expense; 

how other jurisdictions/municipalities are addressing the issue.391 

Staff also expressed concern that although the Company took action late in the proceeding to 

)Id additional Town Hall meetings throughout its service territory where such meetings had not 

eviously been held, the Company had not complied with the Commission’s directive to hold Town 

311 meetings in each district on the issue of rate consolidation at the time of the hearing.392 

Stand-Alone Rate Design Proposals - Water Districts 

1. Arizona-American Stand-Alone Rate Design 

B. 

With respect to a stand-alone rate design, the Company requests that the Commission 

;titute its rate design, which consists of a pro-rata increase to the existing rate design for the 

i s t r i ~ t s . ~ ~ ~  

The Council states that if Company-wide consolidated rates are not adopted, the current rate 

:ructure of the Anthem Water district should be retained, and that it prefers the Company’s stand- 

Idat 23 and Schedule JMM-7 and JMM-8. I 

‘ Staff Br. at 22, citing to Direct Testimony of Staff witness Elijah Abinah (Exh. S-16) at 7; Staff Reply Br. at 13. 
’ Staff Br. at 22, citing to Direct Testimony of Staff witness Elijah Abinah (Exh. S-16) at 6-7; Staff RepIy Br. at 13. 
Staff Br. at 22, citing to Direct Testimony of Staff witness Elijah Abinah (Exh. S-16) at 4-5. 

’ Staff Reply Br. at 13. 
Co. Br. at 42; Co. Reply Br. at 24. 



~ ~~ ~ ~~~~ ~~ ~ 

DOCKET NO. W-O1303A-09-0343 ET AL. I 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 
1 m .  

alone proposal to Staffs because it retains the current tier levels for all meter sizes and increases all 
2 

2. RUCO Stand-Alone Rate Design 

RUCO’s proposed rate design is generally the same as that proposed by the Company. 

RUCO recommends that it be adopted.395 

3. Staff Stand-Alone Rate Design Issues 

a. Private Fire Rate 

Consistent with its proposal adopted in other cases, Staff proposes a change to the private 

fire rate for the Anthem and Sun City Water districts to the greater of $10 or two percent of the 

monthly minimum charge for the applicable meter size.396 The Company opposes the change, 

_ _  .. ~ 
- __ __. ..- ~~ 

1 1 customers’ bills by the same percentage rather than shifting revenues from residential to commercial 
3 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

// lasses of 
4 

Council opposes Staffs proposed increase in the rates for higher usage water customers and the tier 

break-points for larger meter sizes, arguing that Staffs lowering in the tier break points for 

. commercial customers, coupled with greater-than-average increases in the second tier rate, could 

increase some commercial customers’ bills by as much as 250 percent.400 The Council faults Staff 

for not having performed a cost of service study to support its proposal and for not discussing non- 

cost factors that it considered in arriving at its rate  proposal^.^^' 

394 Council Reply Br. at 20. 
395 RUCO Br. at 67; RUCO Reply Br. at 24. 

Phase I1 Tr. at 1259. 
397 Co. Br. at 44. 

Staff Reply Br. at I 1. 
399 Council Br. at 18. 
4oo Id.; Council Reply Br. at 20. 
401 Council Br. at 18. 

396 

398 

‘ 72047 
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arguing that it is unwarranted. The Company believes the change will lead to a dramatic shift of 
13 

revenues to other classes of 

Staff recommends that its proposed Private Fire Rate be adopted in this case.398 
15 

16 

17 

18 

b. Staffs Tier Structure 

The Council takes issue with Staffs proposed tier breakpoints and rates, arguing that they 

are “without adequate foundation or support and would adversely affect Anthem customers.”399 The 
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Staff states that one of the Commission’s primary objectives in setting water rates is efficieni 

use of water, and that Staffs proposed revisions are intended to accomplish this objective.402 Stafl 

responds that no party prepared a cost of service study in this case, including the Council, and that il 

was not the responsibility of Staff, any more that it was the responsibility of the Council, to perform 

a cost of service study.4o3 Staff argues that the lack of a cost of service study should not act to 

prevent Staff from considering important Commission objectives and proposing rate designs in line 

with those  objective^.^^ Staff further argues that rates are not designed on cost of service principles 

done, but that non-cost factors are often used by the Commission to set rates as well.405 

e. Staff‘s Alternative 5-Tier Water Rate Design 

As requested at the hearing, Staff provided a five tier rate design for the Anthem Water and 

Sun City Water districts. Staff states that its five tier rate design for those water districts would 

xovide a “lifeline” level of rates suitable for low-income water users, which some parties support in 

his case.4M 

The Company requests that Staffs alternative five-tier water rate design be rejected.407 The 

Zompany believes that the initial breakpoints in Staffs alternative is too low, at 1,000 gallons per 

nonth for Sun City Water and 2,000 gallons per month for Anthem Water.408 The Company argues 

hat the tiers are not appropriate for the Company’s entire system, and that if the Commission wishes 

3 move the Company to five tiers, the Company would prefer that the tiers included in its 

onsolidated rate design be adopted instead, because they are appropriate for all the Company’s 

i s t r i~ t s .~ ’~  

d. Elimination of Capacity Reservation Charges . 

Staff recommends the elimination of the Capacity Reservation Charges for the Anthem 

Staff Reply Br. at 12. 
’Id. at 12-13. 
‘Id. at 13. 

’ Staff Reply Br. at 12, citing to Magruder Br. at 29. 
’ Co. Br. at 42,44-45; Co. Reply Br. at 24. 
’ Co. Br. at 44-45. 
’ id 

Id. 

I 

I 
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Water district, as there were no associated revenues in the test year and no significant change is 

f~recasted.~" No other party briefed this issue. 

4. 5 /8  x 3/4-inch and 1 -inch Meter Monthly Usage Charges for Anthem Water 

Staff recommends against charging 1-inch meter customers the same rate as the 5/8 x 3/4- 

nch customers, because the average consumption of Anthem ratepayers with larger meter sizes is 

;I-eater, at 11,203 gallons per month for 1 -inch meter customers, in contrast to 9,616 gallons per 

nonth for 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter  customer^.^" Staff recommends that if it is determined appropriate 

o charge a single monthly usage charge for both meter sizes, with a lower monthly usage charge for 

-inch meter residential customers, that the- monthly usage charge for 518 x 3/4-inch customers 

hould also be increased, and some adjustment should be made to the tier breakpoints.412 

C. Stand-Alone Rate Design Proposals - Wastewater Districts 

1. AntherdAma Fria Wastewater District Effluent Rate 

DMB is the developer of a master planned community called Verrado located in the Town of 

luckeye north of Interstate 10 in the southeastern foothills of the White Tank Mountains.413 DMB 

:quests that a specific rate be set for effluent produced by the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater 
. 414 Currently, the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district does not charge DMB for the 

rfluent that it delivers. Instead, the Agua Fria Water district charges DMB for the effluent 

:livered by the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater distri~t.~" DMB submits that $250 an acre-foot is 

1 appropriate and reasonable rate for effluent, as it is consistent with the $227 per acre-foot rate 

iarged by Arizona-American for its Mohave Wastewater district and with effluent rates charged by 

her regulated sewer companies, and as it is slightly less than DMB's cost to use groundwater for 

rf irrigation and other non-potable uses.416 

Corte Bella also urges the Commission to adopt an effluent water rate of $250 per acre-foot 

Direct Testimony of Staff witness Jeffrey Michlik (EA. S-15) at 9. 
Staff Reply Br. at 16. 
Id. 
DMB Br. at 3. 
Id at 2. 
Id. at 4, citing to Phase 11 Tr. at 184-85. I S  

l6 DMB Br. at 2-3, 8. 
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for effluent produced by the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater distri~t.4'~ Anthem Golf concurs with 

DMB and Corte Bella that an effluent rate be set for effluent produced by the AntherdAgua Fria 

Wastewater 

Staff agrees that the effluent rate should be set at a level that encourages the use of effluent 

for turf i r r iga t i~n .~ '~  

The Company requests that the effluent rate of $250 per acre-foot or $0.77 per 1,000 gallons 

recommended by DMB for the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district be adopted to govern the 

girect use of effluent 

2. AnthedAaua Fria Wastewater District Rate Design 

The AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district is the only Company wastewater district that 

:urrently has a volumetric charge incorporated into its residential rate structure. The volumetric rate 

s based on customers' water usage. The current monthly minimum charge for all residential 

:ustomers is $27.76 and the volumetric charge is $3.4800 per 1,000 gallons with a 7,000 gallon per 

nonth ceiling, such that a customer using 7,000 gallons of water per month is charged the same 

mount as a customer using 29,000 gallons of water per month.421 For commercial customers, the 

l'linimum charges and commodity charges vary by meter size. 

Staff recommends that the Company change its method of billing its residential wastewater 

ustomers to the method currently used by some municipalities, with each residential customer 

being billed based on that customer's average water usage for the months of January, February and 

h a r ~ h . ~ ' ~  The customer's billing would be reset every year based upon the customer's water usage 

or these three months, at a rate of $9.5966 per 1,000 Staff states that while the 

mthedAgua Fria Wastewater district is the only wastewater district of the Company with 

olumetric wastewater rates, the current volumetric rate design does not encourage conservation.424 

' Code Bella Br. at 2. 
Anthem Golf Reply Br. at 2. 
Staff Reply Br. at 15. 
Co. Reply Br. at 25. 

' Phase I1 Tr. at 1260-61. 

8 

9 

' Direct Testimony of Staff witness Jeffrey Michlik ( E d .  S- 15) at 12. 
id. 
Staff Reply Br. at 10. 
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Staff states that it proposed this wastewater rate design because water usage during winter months 

provides a more accurate representation of the amount of wastewater being discharged from the 

customer's home year-round, and results in a more appropriate basis for wastewater charges.425 

The Company argues that Staffs proposed stand-alone rate design for the AnthedAgua Fria 

Wastewater district should be rejected because it would unduly increase the dependence of 

wastewater revenues on water sales, which vary significantly from year to year, and which the 

Company asserts are declining in Anthem.426 The Company argues that no party has fully analyzed 

the potential significant water conservation effect of this 

Company also argues that Staffs proposal would - be likely _. to increase .- summer water . .  usage.428 

At the same time, the 

~- . ... 

The Council agrees with the Company that Staffs rate design would increase the Company's 

dependence on wastewater revenues based on water sales which vary significantly, and also argues 

that a pure commodity rate as Staff proposes would inappropriately deviate from basic cost of 

service principles.429 

Staff responds that it is not aware of evidence in the record that water sales are declining in 

Anthem, or that they vary significantly from year to year or more significantly than is typical or 

experienced by other water companies.430 Staff contends that the months of January, February and 

March provide a more accurate representation of customers' water usage that the Company actually 

treats as ~ a s t e w a t e r . ~ ~ '  

In an attempt to rebut Staffs position that the months of January, February and March would 

be a more accurate representation of water usage that is actually treated as wastewater, both the 

Company and the Council point to the requirement in the Anthem community that winter lawns be 

o v e r ~ e e d e d . ~ ~ ~  Staff states that while a document regarding the specifics of the overseeding 

requirement was filed in the docket, there is no evidence in the record as to how many customers the 

425 Direct Testimony of Staff witness JeMey Michlik (EA. S-15) at 11. 
Co. Br. at 43. 

Co. Br. at 44, citing to Rate Design Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Thomas Broderick (EA. A-39) at 5. 

426 

427 Id. 
428 

429 Council Br. at 19. 
'30 Staff Reply Br. at 10-1 1. 
43'  Id.at 10. 
432 Co. Br. at 44, citing to Exh. A-49; Council Br. at 19. 
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overseeding requirement would impact, and to what degree.433 As to the Council’s recommended 

elimination of the commodity charge and reversion back to a futed charge for all wastewater,434 

Staff believes this would constitute a significant step backwards on the issue of efficient use of 

water.435 

D. Deconsolidation of Anthem/Agua Fria Wastewater District 

The Council favors consolidation of all of Arizona-American’s districts under Scenario 

However, the Council also takes the position that absent a consolidation of all of Arizona- 

bimerican’s districts, the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district should be separated into two 

ieparate wastewater districts, with separate stand-alone rates set for each d i s t r i~ t .4~~  The Council 

trgues that the rate design of the current AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district burdens Anthem 

:ommunity customers because it “in effect is a subsidization of Agua Fria wastewater customers 

mder the existing rate design.”438 The Council proposes that in the event the record in this 

jroceeding does not contain sufficient data to generate stand-alone rate designs for its proposed 

,eparate wastewater districts, that a consolidated rate design be adopted on an interim basis and that 

his docket be kept open for the limited purpose of designing and implementing stand-alone revenue 

equirements and rate designs for separate wastewater districts as soon as practicable, and in 

dvance of the Company’s next rate proceeding.439 

The Company contends that there is no evidence in the record in this case to support de- 

onsolidated revenue requirements for the Staff agrees.441 The Company states that if the 

lommission determines that it is appropriate, it does not object to future deconsolidation of the 

istrict in the Company’s next rate case, and requests direction from the Commission on whether to 

le individual rate cases on a de-consolidated basis.442 

’ Staff Br. at 19; Staff Reply Br. a t  IO.  

* Staff Br. at 19. 
Council Br. at 19; Direct Rate Design Testimony of Council witness Dan Neidlinger (Exh, Anthem-18) at 4. 

Council Br. at 20. 
Idat 19-20; Council Reply Br. at 21. 
Council Br. at 19-20, citing to Tr. 33 1-334. 
Council Reply Br. at 21. 
Co. Reply at 25. 
Staff Reply Br. at 14. ’ Co. Reply Br. at 25-26. 
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Good public policy requires the Commission to correctly assign cost responsibility for all 

*atemaking components in as expeditious a manner as possible, and deconsolidation of 

4nthedAgua Fria Wastewater District is consistent with such action. However, the record does not 

include adequate rate base or operating income information to immediately implement stand-alone 

mate designs for the resulting Anthem Wastewater district and Agua Fria Wastewater district at this 

.ime. Therefore, we will (i) approve the rates adopted herein for AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater 

iistrict as a consolidated district on an interim basis, and (ii) order the docket in the instant 

iroceeding to remain open for the soIe purpose of considering the design and implementation of 

;tand-alone revenue requirements and . -  rate designs ._ as agreed to in the settlement .- ~- reached -~ during __ the .. 

]pen Meeting for the Anthem Wastewater district and Agua Fria Wastewater district as soon as 

3ossible. The Company shall file its initial application no later than April 1 , 201 1. 

E. Conclusions 

1. Consolidation 

As RUCO acknowledges, the goal of rate consolidation is admirable, but each case 

;onsidering rate consolidation must be considered independently based on the facts and 

;ircumstances of the particular case. In this case, the facts demonstrate that the existing large 

iisparity in rates among the Company’s districts presents an insurmountable impediment, at this 

ime, to statewide consolidation of rates for the Arizona-American water and wastewater districts. 

We agree with RUCO that, while statewide rate consolidation would undoubtedly help to ameliorate 

*ate increases for some ratepayers in this case, when all other facts are considered, that amelioration 

:omes at too high a cost. The proponents of consolidation do not propose partial consolidation. 

4fter careful consideration of the facts and arguments presented by the parties, we decline to order 

he implementation of consolidated rates for the Arizona-American districts at this time. 

Also, in their comments, parties asserted that the topic of rate consolidation should occur 

where of Arizona-American’s systems are being considered, which would allow for full 

:onsideration of all the consolidation options and rate impacts. In the instant proceeding, most, but 

lot all, systems are being considered. In light of party comments, we believe it is appropriate to 

434 DECISION NU. 
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order the Company to develop a consolidation proposal that includes all of its systems, as well as all 

of its systems without Sun City, and to file those consolidation proposals in a future rate application. 

2. Stand-Alone Rate Desim Issues 

Of the stand-alone rate design proposals presented, we find Staffs proposal to be the most 

qpropriate and reasonable, and will adopt it, as set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto and 

ncorporated herein, 

Exhibit A includes the five-tier water rate design provided by Staff for the Anthem Water 

tnd Sun City Water districts. The adoption of Staff’s five-tier rate design serves two purposes. 

n i l e  we are not adopting consolidated rates in this case, Staffs alternative design moves the two 

vater districts from the current three-tier rate design to a five-tier rate design, so that if consolidation 

s considered in the future, these two districts will already have a rate design more amenable to 

onsolidation. Also, unlike the Company’s preferred five-tier rate design, Staffs lower first tier will 

rovide a “lifeline” level of rates suitable for low-income water users, as advocated by Mr. 

dagruder . 

Exhibit A adopts the private fire rate proposed by Staff, in accordance with our adoption of 

imilar private fire rates for other water utilities in the state. 

Exhibit A also adopts Staffs proposed changes to the current volumetric rate design for the 

nthedAgua Fria Wastewater district, based on the model used by many municipalities, and will 

lore accurately represent of the amount of wastewater being discharged from the customer’s home. 

fter considering the record facts and the arguments of the Company, the Council, and Staff, we 

nd that Staff‘s wastewater rate design for the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district will result in a 

ore appropriate and fairer basis to ratepayers for wastewater charges than the current rate design. 

le current rate design results in the same residential wastewater charges for customers using 7,000 

llons of water a month as for those customers using many times more. The existence of a 

rolumetric rate design allows us to remedy this inequity. The change we adopt to the wastewater 

3te design will allow customers to know more about how their water usage impacts their 

Tastewater billing, and will therefore give them more control over their wastewater bills. Staffs 
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recommendation is reasonable and appropriate and will be adopted. 

Staffs recommendation that the Capacity Reservation Charges for the Anthem Water district 

be eliminated is reasonable and will be adopted. 

The requests of DMB, Corte Bella and Anthem Golf in regard to establishment of an effluent 

rate are reasonable. We find that an effluent rate of $250 per acre foot, or $0.77 per 1,000 gallons 

for all usage of non-potable effluent by the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district, as agreed to by 

.he Company, is reasonable and it will be adopted. The adjusted test year revenues in the parties’ 

Final schedules included revenues from effluent water sold by Anthem Water at $2.56 per 1,000 

;allons, and no revenues for effluent water sales by AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater. According to 

he Company, under the $0.77 per 1,000 gallon effluent rate, AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater would 

lave realized test year revenues of $449,603. In order to establish the new effluent rate for 

InthendAgua Fria Wastewater, Anthem Water’s rates must be designed to recover the resulting 

lifference in revenues from other water sales, and AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater’s rates must be 

Lesigned to reflect the increase revenues. The new effluent rate for the AnthedAgua Fria 

- ~- -- -~ - ~~ - - -  ~~ . . .  ~ ~ 
_ _ ~  

Nastewater district is reflected on Exhibit A. 

1111. OTHERISSUES 

A. Sun City Water Low Income Program 

At the hearing, in response to public comment regarding the applicability of the current Sun 

:ity Low Income Program to condominium dwellers, the Company was asked to look into a means 

If administering the program so that condominium dwellers can participate. 

In a filing dated July 30, 2010, the Company submitted a proposal and recommended in a 

lost-hearing filing docketed on July 30, 2010 a means to administer the existing Sun City low 

icome program (presently a $4 per month credit) to the many thousands of c o n d ~ m i n i u m ~ ~  

:sidents in the Sun City Water district. As requested during the hearing, the Company investigated 

nd conducted outreach in relation to the Sun City Low Income Program and its applicability to 

The Company noted that the program can also include some other multi-housing situations such as mobile homes as 
)propriate. 
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condominium residents. The Company noted that condominium residents are not the direct 

customers of Arizona-American, but rather are served in groups, on larger water meters for which 

the name on the account is the condominium association or the management company that pays the 

bills for the condominium association. When a low income resident served in this way wishes to 

receive a low income water credit on a water bill, neither the resident nor the Company can require 

the association to provide that credit to the particular resident. To date, therefore, only single 

dwelling unit residents have been eligible for Sun City’s Low Income Program. 

The Company states that following the hearing in this matter, the Company investigated and 

:onducted outreach on three possible options, only one of which is viable at this time: 

Option 1. The first (non-viable) option would involve the Company providing the low 

income credit as usual via the water bill and the association in turn providing that credit to the 

qualified low income resident, most likely through a reduction in the periodic homeowner’s 

issociation fee, The association fee is the means by which a condominiurn resident pays for charges 

For water and many other services, such as landscaping, incurred by the association on behalf of its 

widents. The Company states that the associations with which the Company spoke do not want to 

mdertake this responsibility, and that among their concerns are that they would be taking on a 

iability to accurately transmit low income credits. 

Option 2. As an alternative to providing the low income credit via the water bill, a 

iecond (non-viable) option was investigated and would involve the Company periodically (quarterly 

)r annually) providing checks to condominium residents who qualify for the low income program. 

The Company states that a number of computer system and logistics challenges make this option too 

:xpensive and unworkable, with the primary challenge being that this effort must occur outside of 

he Company’s billing systems, because the residents are not the Company’s direct customers. The 

:ompany states that it would need to create and maintain a separate process and separate database 

vith handoffs from various Company employees in order to accurately provide checks. First, local 

:ompany employees would need to determine in which association the resident resides and next 

etermine the appropriate multi-dwelling water account number for that dweller. Next, other 

87 72047 DECISION NO. 
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Service Company employees would need to set up a process and system to provide the resident a 

check to be periodically mailed to the resident. The local Company employees would later need to 

periodically re-contact each low income resident to ensure he/she is still residing in that unit. In 

addition, the credits provided under this program would need to be periodically totaled and added to 

the credits provided to single housing dwellers to be tracked against overall funding. That would 

require another set of accounting entries (probably monthly) to the regulatory asset used for that 

purpose. This process would involve the training of employees and the establishment of new 

responsibilities and would be subject to periodic internal or external audit. As a result, significant 

resources would need to be devoted to a relatively minor activity to ensure effectiveness and 
. .. -. . - ~ . -  - .  -. - 

accuracy for this option. 
*.?:e. . . 

Option 3. As a viable alternative to the Company sending checks directly to residents, 

the Company states that it has on several occasions discussed with the Sun City Taxpayers 

4ssociation (“SCTPA”) a means of administering this program at a nominal cost. Under this 

dternative, the Company would periodically (probably semi-annually) provide the SCTPA with a 

lump sum of fbnding, (e.g., $20,000) in order for the SCTPA to cut checks to qualified low income 

:ondominim residents. Essentially, SCTPA would handle all tasks described in the second option 

ibove. The Company states that key features of this option would include the following: 

a. SCTPA would process $4 credits for condominium residents only, as single 
housing residents would continue to be processed by the Company.444 

SCTPA would establish accounting procedures to record information about 
each qualified condominium resident and low income credit amounts 
provided. SCTPA would maintain a separate bank account for this effort and 
would periodically and also upon request make records available to the 
Company or another intervenor for review in future rate cases (e.g., 
Commission Staff>. SCTPA would only be reimbursed for reasonable direct 
costs to administer this program (e.g., banking and record keeping fees) and 
an allocation of SCTPA labor costs. 

SCTPA would periodically inform the Company of the number of low income 
participants in order for the Company to effectively monitor the 2,000 
customer ceiling for this program. The Company would periodically 

b. 

c. 

44 The Company stated that the credit amount may be increased or decreased by the Commission upon completion of 
hture Sun City Water district rate cases. A condo resident’s credit would equal the credit provided to single housing 
esidents. 
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replenish the account via a lump sum as per anticipated requirements of the 
program as communicated by SCTPA to the Company as regards near term 
funding requirements. 

The SCTPA (which annually prepares tax returns for approximately 4,000 
residents) has informed the Company that this approach would help the 
SCTPA to better identify persons eligible for some of its other low income 
related programs (e.g., property tax assistance), and the Company believes 
SCTPA would be a trustworthy and reliable partner. 

The Company stated that while details still remain to be worked out between the Company 

md the SCTPA, including a contract between them, they reached general agreement following a 

d. 

Idy 29, 2010 meeting. The Company attached a copy of documents prepared by SCTPA and 

xovided to the Company as their response to earlier informal discussions. The Company stated that 

while a few minor changes are anticipated to this document before it is final, the parties intend to 

woceed to contracting in order to make the expansion of this important low income program to 

:ondominium dwellers occur as soon as possible. The Company stated that it is very appreciative of 

the SCTPA’s receptiveness to this low income program. 

The Commission commends the Company and the SCPTA in their joint efforts to extend the 

benefit of the Sun City Low Income Program to condominium and other multi-housing dwellers. A 

:opy of the documents prepared by the SCPTA and attached to the Company’s July 30,2010 filing 

xe attached hereto as Exhibit B and incorporated herein by reference. We will direct the Company 

:o file within 60 days, or sooner if possible, an application for approval of changes to the Sun City 

Low Income Program to extend the benefit of the Sun City Low Income Program to condominium 

md other multi-housing dwellers, that generally incorporates the program outlined in Exhibit B, for 

wiew by StaE We will direct Staff  to subsequently review the Company’s Sun City Low Income 

?rogram filing and to prepare and docket, within 60 days of the Company’s filing, a Recommended 

3rder regarding the Company’s proposed changes to the Sun City Low Income Program. 

The Company states that the current Sun City Low Income Program assumes participation of 

L,OOO customers, and assuming the 50 percent discount for 5B-inch low income customers, the 

ipdated annual subsidy is $54,000.445 Enrollment in the program is presently less than 1,000 

Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Thomas Broderick to Staffs Rate Design Testimony (Exh. A-39) at 1 1.  45 
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customers and the fund is over -~ol lec ted .~~~ The Company states that the current program’s 

balancing account feature allows the Company to late refund any over charge or recover any under 

charge, and authorizes a surcharge which can be trued up The program serves up to 

1,000 customers at a recommended discount of $4.50 per month at an annual cost of $54,000 (1,000 

times $4.50 times 12 bills). In the test year, the thousands of gallons used by the residential and 

commercial Sun City Water high block customers was 2,093,842. Therefore, the amount of $0.026 

per 1,000 gallons must be added to the high block rate in order to fund the Sun City Low Income 

Program. .We find that the current high block funding mechanism remains a reasonable means of 

fimding the Sun City Low Income Program, and will order the Company to continue it. 
.. --. .- - . -- --___ . . - - - -- . . . -. ________ ~ - ~- ~~ ~~~ 

B. Infrastructure Improvement Surcharge (Sun City Water) 

The Company proposed the institution of a surcharge to fund the replacement of existing 

sssets such as mains, hydrants, meters, tanks, and booster stations for the Sun City Water 

The Company states that much of Sun City’s water infrastructure is fifty years old, and major 

improvements will be required to continue provision of safe and reliable water service in this 

3 s t r i ~ t . ~ ’  Under the Company’s Infrastructure Improvement Surcharge (“11s”) proposal, the 

Clompany would assess, twice per year, assets that had been placed in service, and using the most 

-ecently approved return on equity, depreciation rates, cost of debt, capital structure and revenue 

yoss-up factors, along with the estimated service life, the Company would calculate an appropriate 

-et&aon the assets and the depreciation expense on the  asset^.^" The total amount of the IIS would 

)e the return on and of the qualifying assets, calculated as a percentage of the base revenue 

-equirement from the prior rate case, capped at 10 percent.451 Following the implementation of new 

*ates from any subsequent rate case, in which the assets would be subject to a prudency review, a 

.evised surcharge would be calculated removing from the surcharge qualifying assets included in the 

_ _  - 

46 Id. 
47 Id. 

49 Co. Br. at 39-40. 
Direct Testimony of Company witness Christopher Buls (EA. A-5) at 4. 

Direct Testimony of Company witness Christopher Buls (EA. A-5) at 4. 
Id. at 6; Phase I1 Tr. at 435-436. 

48 

51 
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rate base in that case.452 The Company’s witness Mr. Townsley testified that this type of surcharge 

is used in other jurisdictions to replace aged infrastructure, and that the National Association of 

Regulatory Utility Commissioners (“NARUC”) water subcommittee has endorsed such a surcharge 

mechanism as a regulatory best practice.453 

Mr. Townsley testified that the 11s would allow the Company to make prudent investments 

in replacing existing infrastructure and would alleviate large rate increases for customers.454 The 

Company asserts that although the types of replacements required for the Sun City Water district are 

xdinary, the costs for the replacements projected to occur are not ordinary, but quite large.455 The 

Clompany argues that the surcharge would allow the Company to earn a return on its investments in 

i timely manner, while at the same time alleviating “rate shock” it alleges will occur if all of the 

inticipated replacements in Sun City are addressed in one rate case without any intervening means 

o address the replacements in rates.456 

RUCO opposes the IIS, and recommends that the request be denied. RUCO does not 

iisagree with the Company that the Sun City Water district infrastructure is old and needs repair, but 

irgues that the needed improvements are normal, common and routine for a water utility.457 RUCO 

tates that the costs in question are routine, are not extraordinary, have not been shown to be 

folatile, have not yet been incurred, and their amount is not known at this point.458 RUCO argues 

hat the recovery of expenditures for plant additions and improvements therefore does not warrant 

he extraordinary ratemaking device of an adjustor mechani~rn,4~~ but that the Company should 

istead seek recovery of the costs in a rate case where all of the rate case elements can be 

~nsidered.~~’  

Staff also opposes approval of the 11s. Staffs witness testified that ordinary infrastructure 

Direct Testimony of Company witness Buls (Exh. A-5) at 4-6. 
Phase I1 Tr. at 15-22. 
Id. 

2 

Co. Reulv Br. at 24. 5 
. +  

Id. 

RUCO Br. at 36. 
Id at 33,36. 
RUCO Reply Br. at 14. 

’ RUCO Reply Br. at 14. 
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improvements of the types contemplated by the Company’s proposal should instead be handled in 

the normal fashion through a rate case after making the inve~tment.~~’ Like RUCO, Staff does not 

believe that the Company has offered any reasons to justify its request of extraordinary treatment of 

routine plant in service improvements.462 

Staff and RUCO both argue that while the Commission has approved surcharge mechanisms 

in circumstances such as the imposition of arsenic treatment standards by the U. S. Environmental 

Protection Agency (“EPA”) which have required significant investment by water companies, that the 

Commission has reserved the use of adjustment mechanisms to extraordinary circumstances to 

mitigate the effect of uncontrollable price volatility or uncertainty in the marketplace.463 
--- ~~ ~ - ~ ~- ~~ 

- - 

The Company admits the surcharge would cover routine investments in such items as meters, 

nains, hydrants, tanks and booster stations, and whiIe the Company proposed a cap on the increase 

ietween rate cases, the Company has not quantified the amount of the proposed surcharge.464 We 

Igree with RUCO and Staff that the recovery of expenditures for plant additions and improvements 

ioes not warrant the extraordinary ratemaking device of an adjustor mechanism, and will therefore 

lot grant the request for institution of an 11s. 

C. Anthem/Agua Fria Water District Facilities Hook-Up Fee Tariff 

Staff proposed several revisions to the Company’s hook-up fee tariff for the AnthedAgua 

:ria Wastewater district to include certain reporting requirements now required by the Commission, 

md to add additional lateral fees.465 The Company accepted the  modification^.^^^ Staffs proposed 

evisions are reasonable, and the Company should file revised tariffs conforming with those 

ppearing in Hearing Exhibit S-7 at DMH-3, Figure 6 and DMH-4, Figure 7 at the time it files new 

chedules of rates and charges. 

Direct Testimony of Staff witness Jeffrey Michlik (EA. S-15) at 9. 
,2 Id. 
’3 Staff Br. at 1 I ;  RUCO Br. at 33. 
’ Phase I1 Tr. at 433-434. 

Direct Testimony of Staff witness Dorothy Hains (Exh. S-7) at DMH-3, Figure 6 and DMH-4, Figure 7. 
Rebuttal Testimony of Company witness Thomas Broderick (Exh. A-7) at 18. 
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D. Depreciation Rates 

Staff recommends that the Company be required to use the depreciation rates delineated b! 

S M :  listrict on the schedule attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit C. 

ecommendation is reasonable and will be adopted. 

* * * * * * ,  * * * * 
Having considered the entire record herein and being fully advised in the premises, the 

:ommission finds, concludes, and orders that: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

rocedural History 

1. On July 2,2009, Arizona-American filed with the Commission an application for rate 

creases for its Anthem Water district, Sun City Water district, AnthendAgua Fria Wastewater 

strict, Sun City Wastewater district and Sun City West Wastewater district. The application was 

:companied by the pre-filed direct testimony of eleven Company witnesses. 

2. 

3. 

On July 13,2009, Arizona-American filed a supplement to its application. 

On August 21, 2009, Arizona-American filed an additional supplement to its 

pplication. 

4. On August 24, 2009, Staff filed a Letter of SufEciency indicating that Arizona 

merican has satisfied the requirements of A.A.C. R14-2-103 and classifying the Company as i 

lass A utility. 

5. On August 26,2009, a procedural order was issued setting a procedural conference tc 

ovide an opportunity for discussion of a hearing schedule, public notice, and other procedural 

iues prior to the issuance of a rate case procedural order. 

6. On August 27, 2009, RUCO filed an Application to Intervene, which was granted at 

> procedural conference held on September 3,2009. 

7. On September 2, 2009, the procedural conference was convened as scheduled. 

ipearances were entered by counsel for the Company, RUCO, and Staff. At the procedural 

i 
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I I  
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conference, the Company indicated its plans to file a separate rate consolidation application.467 

Based on that indication, the issue of appropriate customer notice of a rate consolidation proposal 

was brought to the attention of the parties present!68 The procedural conference was recessed to 

allow the parties time to meet and discuss an appropriate form of notice. 

8. On September 3, 2009, the procedural conference reconvened as requested by the 

parties. The Company stated that it intended to proceed with the application as filed, and not to file 

the rate consolidation application discussed the previous day.469 The Company agreed to prepare a 

form of public notice of the application in cooperation with RUCO and Staff, and to file it for 

consideration. 
______ ~- ~~~ - - - - __ - _- __ __ __ 

9. On September 14, 2009, Arizona-American filed a proposed form of notice as was 

discussed at the September 2 and 3, 2009 procedural conference. The filing indicated that Staff had 

found it acceptable and that RUCO did not expect to have comments on it. The proposed form of 

iotice made no mention of rate consolidation and was to be provided only to customers of the 

qnthem Water district, Sun City Water district, AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district, Sun City 

Wastewater district and Sun City West Wastewater district. 

10. On September 24, 2009, a procedural order was issued setting a hearing on the 

ipplication for April 19, 201 0, setting associated procedural deadlines, and requiring the Company 

o provide public notice of the application. The Company was ordered to provide notice of the 

ipplication in the form proposed by the Company and agreed to by Staff. 

11. On November 3, 2009, the Council filed an Application to Intervene, which was 

:ranted by procedural order issued November 19,2009. 

12. On December 8, 2009, Decision No. 71410 was issued in the 08-0227 Docket. 

Iecision No. 71410 ruled on the Company’s previous rate application for its Agua Fria Water 

listrict, Havasu Water district, Mohave Water and Mohave Wastewater districts, Paradise Valley 

27 

28 
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Nater district, Sun City West Water district and Tubac Water district. Decision No. 71410 stated 

’’ Transcript of September 2,2009 Procedural Conference at 5. 

j9 ~ d .  at 27. 
Id. at 14-20. 58 
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that Docket No. 08-0227 would “remain open for the limited purpose of consolidation in tht 

Company’s next rate case with a separate docket in which a revenue-neutral change to rate design 0. 

all Arizona-American Water company’s water districts or other appropriate proposals or a1 

Arizona-American’s water and wastewater districts or other appropriate proposals may be 

considered simultaneously, after appropriate public notice, with appropriate opportunity for 

informed public comment and parti~ipation.”~~’ 

13. 

14. 

On December 21,2009, the Company filed affidavits of publication. 

On December 29,2009, the Company filed an affidavit of customer notice, indicating 

hat notice was provided as a bill insert to customers in the Company’s Anthem Water district, Sun 

3ty Water district, Anthem/Agua Fria Wastewater district, Sun City Wastewater district, and Sun 

3ty West Wastewater district. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

On January 8,2010, Mi-. W.R. Hansen filed a Motion to Intervene. 

On January 8,201 0, a Motion to Intervene was filed by PORA’s President. 

On January 1 1 , 201 0, a Motion to Intervene was filed by Anthem Golfs General 

4anager. 

18. On January 20, 2010, the Company docketed a Notice of Filing indicating that it had 

rovided to Staff, RUCO, and all intervenors a CD containing a rate consolidation spreadsheet 

4uding formulas and databases to model different consolidation scenarios. 

19. On January 22, 201 0, notice was filed in this docket that POW’S Board of Directors 

3d specifically authorized Larry Woods, its President, to represent it as an intervenor in this matter. 

20. By procedural order issued January 25,2010, PORA was granted intervention, and in 

e discretion of the Commission, pursuant to Rule 31(d)(28) of the Rules of the Arizona Supreme 

~ u r t ,  Larry Woods was allowed to represent PORA before the Commission for purposes of this 

oceeding. 

21. On January 25, 2010, Staff filed a Motion for Extension, requesting an extension of 

ime to March 22, 2010, to file its rate design testimony, which was due to be filed by Staff and 

‘O Decision No. 7 14 10 at 78. 
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intervenors on March 8,2010. The Motion for Extension indicated that the Company had agreed to 

Staffs proposed extension of time. 

22. By procedural order issued February 2, 2010, the deadlines for Staff and intervenors 

to file rate design testimony, and for the Company to file rebuttal thereto, were extended. The 

February 2,20 10 procedural order granted intervention to Mr. W.R. Hansen. 

23. On February 2, 2010, WUAA filed a Motion to Intervene, which was granted by 

orocedural order issued February 16,20 10. 

24. On February 18, 2010, RUCO filed a Motion to Extend the Time to File its Direct 

Tequired Revenue Testimony, requesting a one week extension of time for RUCO to file its direct 

estimony on issues other than rate design due to the amount of discovery on issues that had required 

malysis, and indicating that counsel for the Company had informed RUCO that it did not object to 

UJCO’s proposed extension of time. 

~. ~ - -- - .. - . 

25. By procedural order issued February 19, 2010, RUCO’s time extension request was 

:ranted. 

26. On February 19,2010, a letter was filed by W.R. Hansen objecting to WUAA having 

,een granted intervention. 

27. On February 22, 2010, Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP filed a Notice of 

ippearance of Counsel for Anthem Golf indicating that its pro hac vice admission was pending. 

28. On February 22,20 10, the direct testimony of Anthem Golfs witness Desi Howe was 

ocketed. 

29. On February 24, 2010, a revised version of the letter filed by W.R. Hansen on 

‘ebruary 19,201 0 was filed. 

30. On February 24,2010, RUCO filed a Notice of Disclosure indicating that its Director 

i the daughter of a member of the Anthem Community Council’s Board of Directors. 

3 1. On February 26, 2010, Staff filed a Request for an Extension of Time to File Direct 

‘estimony, requesting an additional one week extension of time to file its direct testimony in this 

we due to new unresolved issues related to plant in one of the Company’s districts, and that Staff 
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might need to request additional time, depending on information received from the Company. 

32. On March 1, 2010, a procedural order was issued granting the requested time 

extension and ordering Staff to convene representatives of all the parties to this case in order to 

discuss possible changes to other filing deadlines in this proceeding, and to request a procedural 

conference at which alternative scheduling proposals might be discussed by all parties if necessary. 

33. On March 1, 2010, the Resorts filed a Motion to Intervene. The Resorts are 

xstomers of the Company’s Paradise Valley Water district. In the filing, the Resorts stated that on 

February 10,2010, the Resorts learned that this case was pending, and were provided an agenda to a 

neeting at the offices of the Company entitled “Rate Consolidation Scenarios.” The Resorts 

dtached a copy of the agenda to their Motion to Intervene, and stated that it informed them that Staff 

;vould be making a rate consolidation proposal on March 22, 2010, in this docket, and that 

-esponsive testimony to Staff’s proposal would be due on or about April 5,2010. The Resorts stated 

hat February 10,201 0, was the first time that the Resorts had notice that a possibIe consolidated rate 

;tructure would be developed for the Commission’s consideration in this case that would then be 

ipplied to the Company’s other districts. The Resorts noted that there might be other Arizona- 

hnerican customers in other districts that had not been provided notice of this proceeding, and 

night be directly and substantially affected by rate consolidation. The Resorts requested a waiver of 

he intervention deadline based upon lack of notice, and that they be granted intervention. 

34. On March 2, 2010, the Council filed its response to Staffs February 26, 2010 

kequest for an Extension of Time to File Direct Testimony. 

35. On March 5, 2010, Arizona-American filed its Response to the Resorts’ Motion to 

itervene and Request for Additional Intervention. In its Response, Arizona-American did not 

bject to the granting of intervention and .J* . jes ted  that the intervenors from the 08-0227 

locket be granted intervention in this case.471 

’ The following parties were intervenors in the 08-0227 Docket: RUCO, Clearwater Hills Improvement Association 
Clearwater Hills”), the Town of Paradise Valley (“Town”), George E. Cocks, Patricia A. Cocks, Nicholas Wright, 
aymond Goldy, Lance Ryerson, Patricia Elliott, Boyd Taylor, Keith Doner, Hallie McGraw: Rebecca M. Szimhardt, 
’ilma E. Miller, Joe M. Souza, Steven D. Colburn, Shanni Ramsay, Dennis Behmer, Ann Robinett, Betty Newland, 

‘2047 
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36. On March 5, 2010, Staff filed a Motion for Extension and Request for Procedural 

Jonference. Staff stated that in accordance with the March 1 , 20 10 Procedural Order, Staff met with 

he parties to discuss any proposed schedule changes. Staff included a proposed schedule in its 

iling. 

37. On March 8, 2010, the Council filed its Support for the Commission S t a F s  Motion 

or Extension and Request for Procedural Conference. 

38. 

Geidlinger. 

39. 

On March 8, 2010, the Council filed the direct testimony of Council witness Dan L. 

On March 8, 2010, Staff filed the direct testimony of Staff witnesses Gerald Becker, 
~ __ _ ___ 

lorothy Hains, Juan Manrique and Garry McMurry. 

40. On March 8, 2010, RUCO filed the direct testimony of RUCO witnesses William A. 

iigsby and Ralph C. Smith. 

41. On March 9, 2010, a procedural order was issued granting the Resorts’ Motion to 

ntervene and Staffs Motion for Extension and Request for Procedural Conference. The procedural 

xder stated that in light of the Resorts’ indication that Staff planned to file a rate consolidation 

sroposal with its rate design testimony in this docket, the notice issues initially raised at the 

September 2, 2009, procedural conference must be properly addressed. A procedural conference 

was set to commence on March 12, 2010, for the purpose of discussing proper and appropriate 

notice related to any rate consolidation proposal made in this docket. 

42. On March 10, 2009, Thomas J. Ambrose filed a letter in this docket requesting that 

his name be removed for all intervenor listings related to any and all dockets pertaining to the 

Arizona-American Water Company, including but not limited to this docket. 

43. On March 12,20 10, Paradise Valley filed a Motion to Intervene, which stated that the 

first time it had notice that a possible consolidated rate structure would be developed for the 

Commission’s consideration in this case that would then be applied to the other districts was 

Don Grubbs, Liz Grubbs, Mike Kleman, Jacquerp Valentino, Louis Wilson, Ikuko Whiteford, Marshall Magruder, the 
Camelback Inn and Sanctuary on Camelback Mountain, Tom Sockwell, Andy Panasuk, Thomas J. Ambrose, and POR4. 
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February 10,201 0. 

44. On March 12, 2010, the procedural conference was convened as scheduled. 

Appearances were entered through counsel for the Company, the Council, the Resorts, RUCO, and 

Staff. Counsel for Paradise Valley also appeared, and was granted intervention. At the procedural 

Eonference, Staff confirmed that it planned to file rate consolidation proposals with testimony on 

March 29, 2010. Staff stated that while it was unknown at that time what Staf€’s recommendation 

would be, any Staff rate consolidation proposal would likely affect customers in all of Arizona- 

her ican’s  districts. Some parties present expressed the concern that a solution to the rate 

:onsolidation notice issue should not delay the scheduled April 19, 2010, commencement of the 

iearing on the Company’s application. The parties were informed that in order to allow an 

ippropriate opportunity for informed public comment, intervention, and full participation of any 

 arty wishing to participate in the rate consolidation portion of the upcoming hearing, that portion of 

.he hearing would have to be delayed. Staff was directed to proceed with its proposed March 29, 

2010, fiIing of testimony and exhibits on rate designhate consolidation, and the Company was 

jirected to file its rebuttal testimony on rate desigdrate consolidation on April 5,  201 0, as proposed. 

The parties were informed that a procedural schedule for the filing of intervenors’ responsive 

estimony to rate designhate consolidation testimony would be forthcoming. The Company agreed 

o draft a form of public notice for provision to all its customers, and to circulate the draft among the 

Jarties for comments prior to filing an agreed-upon form of notice by March 19, 2010. Due to the 

ieed to provide public notice to all customers, the Company agreed that M e r  consideration of the 

:ompany ’s request for additional intervention was not necessary. 

45. On March 15, 2010, Robert J. Saperstein, local counsel for Anthem Golf, filed a 

dotion to Associate Counsel Pro Hac Vice. 

46. Also on March 15,201 0, the Council docketed a Notice of Filing Revised Exhibit. 

47. On March 16, 2010, the Company filed a Notice of Filing Form of Notice. The 

Jornpany indicated that it had circulated the attached proposed form of notice to all parties, and had 

icorporated all comments received from the parties at the time of filing. 
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48. On March 18, 2010, a procedural order was issued bifurcating the hearing in this 

matter into two phases, with Phase I1 to include Commission consideration of rate design and rate 

consolidation issues, and setting the hearing on Phase 11 issues to commence on May 18,2010. The 

procedural order directed the Company to mail to each of its customers in all its districts public 

notice of the bifurcation, the new intervention deadline for Phase 11, and the hearing dates and filing 

deadlines for both Phase I and Phase I1 of the proceedings. The ordered form of notice was based on 

the Company’s March 16,201 0 filing. The notice stated that intervenors who would be participating 

n Phase I1 of the hearing would be required to appear at the prehearing conference scheduled for 

4pril 16,201 0. The procedural order also granted admission pro hac vice to Bradley J. Herrema. 
- ~ _ _  -~ _ _ _ ~  ~- ~ _ _ _  

49. On March 19, 2010, W.R. Hansen docketed comments on the proposed form of 

lotice. 

50. On Mwch 22, 2010, the Company filed the rebuttal testimony of its witnesses Paul 

rownsley, Thomas M. Broderick, Joseph E. Gross, Sandra L. Murrey, Miles H. Kiger, Linda J. 

htowski and Bente Villadsen. 

5 1. On March 23, 201 0, the Company filed revised rebuttal schedules in support of the 

lositions of its witnesses’ rebuttal testimony filed on March 22,2010. 

52. On March 23, 2010, a procedural order was issued setting a public comment session 

1 be held by Commissioners in Anthem, Arizona, on April 7, 2010, in order to allow customers of 

irizona-American to provide public comment for the record in this case at Anthem, and ordering 

le Company to provide public notice thereof. 

53. On March 24, 2010, Marshall Magruder filed a Motion to Intervene, which was 

ranted by procedural order issued April 8,20 10. 

54. On March 29, 2010, Staff filed the direct testimony of its witness Jeffrey A. Michlik 

1 rate design and rate consolidation. 

55.  On March 30,2010, Staff filed the direct testimony of its witness Elijah 0. Abinah on 

te design and rate consolidation. 

56. On March 30, 2010, the Company filed a Notice of Filing Affidavit of Customer 

100 72047 DECISION NO. 
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Notice as required by the March 18 , 20 10 procedural order. 

57. On March 3 1, 2020, the Company requested issuance of a procedural order allowing 

its witness Bente Villadsen to appear telephonically at the hearing. The request was granted by 

procedural order issued April 13,201 0. 

58. On April 1, 2010, Arizona-American filed a Motion to Extend Deadline to File 

Rebuttal Testimony, in which the Company requested two additional days, until April 7, 2010, to 

file its rebuttal testimony on the issue of rate design, including Staffs rate consolidation proposals. 

Arizona-American indicated in its request that none of the parties had an objection to the extension, 

59. 

ieadline extension. 

60. 

61. 

On April 2, 1010, a procedural order was issued granting the Company's request for a 

On April 6,2010, DMB filed a Motion to Intervene. 

On April 7, 2010, W.R. Hansen filed his rate design and rate consolidation rebuttal 

.estimony. 

62. On April 7, 2010, the Company filed the rate design and rate consolidation rebuttal 

estimony of its witnesses Thomas M. Broderick and Constance E. Heppenstall. 

63. On April 7, 2010, the Commission conducted a public comment as scheduled in 

Inthem, Arizona. 

64. 

65. 

On April 13,2010, Larry D. Woods filed a Motion to Intervene. 

On April 14,2010, Corte Bella and W. R. Hansen each filed a Motion to Intervene. 

66. On April. 14,2010, Anthem Golf filed a Notice of Errata. 

67. 

68. 

On April 15,201 0, Philip H. Cook filed a Motion to Intervene. 

On April 15, 2010, the Company filed a Notice of Adoption of Testimony and 

:ertain Corrections. 

69. 

ieidlinger. 

70. 

On April 15, 2010, the Council filed the surrebuttal testimony of its witness Dan L. 

On April 15, 2010, Staff filed the surrebuttal testimony of its witnesses Gerald 

)ecker, Dorothy Hains and Gary McMurry. 
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71. On April 15,201 0, the Company filed a Notice of Filing Testimony Summaries. 

72. On April M,4010, RUCO filed the surrebuttal testimony of its witnesses William A. 

Rigsby and Ralph C. Smith. 

73. 

William A. Rigsby. 

On April 16, 2010, RUCO filed the revised surrebuttal testimony of its witness 

74. On April 16,2010, the Council filed a Prehearing Memorandum on Disputed Refund 

Payment Issue. 

75. On April 16, 2010, the prehearing conference was held as scheduled. During the 

prehearing conference, entities who had timely filed requests for intervention in order to participate 

in Phase I1 of the hearing in this matter appeared. The parties requesting intervention in Phase I1 of 

~ 

- . - --. ___ ~ ~ 

his proceeding were informed that their participation would be limited to the procedural parameters 

;et forth in the March 18, 2010 procedural order, and that aside fkom the effects of possible rate 

:onsolidation, the rate designs of the Company’s districts other than its Anthem Water District, Sun 

3 ty  Water District, AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater District, Sun City Wastewater District, and Sun 

3ty West Wastewater District will not be revisited in this proceeding. 

76. On April 19, 2010, a procedural order was issued granting intervention to DMB, 

,arry D. Woods, Corte Bella and Philip H. Cook subject to the procedural parameters set forth in the 

darch 18,2010 procedural order. 

77. On April 19,2010, the Council filed Summaries of Direct and Surrebuttal Testimony 

)f Dan. L. Neidlinger. 

78. 

79. 

80. 

81, 

On April 19,201 0, Phase I of the hearing in this matter commenced. 

On April 20,2010, RUCO filed a Notice of Filing Testimony Summary. 

On April 20,2010, Staff filed a Notice of Filing Testimony Summaries. 

On April 20, 2010, Senator David Braswell, State Senator for Legislative District 6, 

iled a letter stating that he was opposed to the Company’s proposed water and sewer rate increases 

Dr its Anthem customers. 

82. On April 2 1 , 101 0, Staff filed a Notice of Filing Testimony Summaries. 

72047 DECISION NO. . - -  
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83. On April 22,20 10, a filing signed by “Glenn W. Smith, Treasurer,” and “Richard Alt, 

Leader,” was docketed. The filing requested intervention for Scottsdale Citizens for Sustainable 

Water (“SWAT”), and stated that SWAT is a representative for 17 homeowners associations. 

84. On April 27, 2010, Arizona-American filed its Response to Motion to Intervene in 

which it requested that SWAT’S Motion to Intervene be denied. The Company stated that the 

intervention request was not docketed until April 22,2010, well past the April 15,2010, deadline for 

intervention of Phase I1 of this proceeding. Arizona-American also stated that contrary to the 

-equirements of Rule 3 1 (d)(28) of the Rules of the Arizona Supreme Court, it did not appear from 

.he filing that SWAT had authorized representation by a lay person in this proceeding, 

85. 

86. 

87. 

88. 

On April 27,2010, RUCO filed a Notice of Filing Testimony Summaries. 

On April 27,2010, W.R. Hansen filed aNotice of Errata. 

On April 29,2010, Phase I of the hearing in this matter concluded. 

On May 3, 2010, a letter from the Commission’s Utilities Division Director was 

locketed. In the letter, the Utilities Division Director recommended and requested that a public 

:omment session be scheduled in Sun City, Arizona due to the number of requests from customers 

)f the Company’s Sun City Water Division for a public comment session in Sun City regarding the 

)ending rate case and the proposed rate consolidation, as well as the number of written complaints 

nd/or inquiries received from Sun City Water customers. 

89. On May 3, 2010, a procedural order was issued scheduling a local public comment 

ession to be held by the Commissioners on May 17, 2010, in Sun City, Arizona in order to allow 

ustomers to make comments regarding the pending rate case and the proposed rate consolidation. 

90. On May 3, 2010, the Resorts filed the rate design and rate consolidation direct 

stimony of their witness John S. Thornton. 

91. On May 3, 2010, RUCO filed the rate design and rate consolidation direct testimony 

fits witnesses Jodi A. Jerich and Rodney L. Moore. 

92. On May 3, 2010, the Council filed the rate design and rate consolidation direct 

stimony of its witness Dan L. Neidlinger. 

I LI 
1 n? 
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93. On May 3, 2010, Paradise Valley filed the rate design and rate consolidation direc 

estimony of its witness Paradise Valley Town Manager James C. Bacon. 

94. 

estimony . 

95. 

lirect testimony. 

96. 

estimony . 

97. 

On May 3, 2010, W.R. Hansen filed his rate design and rate consolidation direc 

On May 3, 2010, Marshall Magruder filed his rate design and rate consolidatio 

On May 3, 2010, Larry D. Woods filed his rate design and rate consolidation direc 

On May 3, 2010, Anthem Golf filed the rate design and rate consolidation testimon 
- __ - - . _ _  - __ __ __ - __ __ _ _ _  

If its witness Desi Howe. 

98. 

99. 

100. 

101. 

On May 4,2010, RUCO filed a Notice of Errata. 

On May 4,201 0, the Company filed a Motion for Protective Order. 

On May 5,201 0, the Company filed a Notice of Filing Form of Protective Order. 

On May 5, 2010, the same filing docketed on April 22, 2010 was filed, but with a 

dditional page attached. The attached page stated in part that “ . . . SWAT has authorized Richar 

41t, President and Glenn Smith, Treasurer, to file necessary papers to qualifL as Interveners in th 

Rate Consolidation Request of Arizona-American Water Company . . .” 

102. On May 6, 20 10, a procedural order was issued conditionally granting intervention t 

SWAT. SWAT’S intervention was made conditional on SWAT filing, no later than May 17,2010, 

document demonstrating compliance with the conditions required by Rule 3 l(d)(28) of the Rules ( 

the Arizona Supreme Court, or in the alternative, filing no later than May 17: 2010, a notice ( 

appearance of counsel. The procedural order further provided that if SWAT filed the require 

documents to make its conditional intervention effective, it would be allowed to participate in th 

proceeding through its appointed representative, subject to the parameters of the March 18, 201 

procedural order issued in this docket. The procedural order stated that in the event SWAT did nl 

file the required documents to make its conditional intervention effective, its individual membe 

could appear at the commencement of Phase I1 of this proceeding on May 18, 2010, and oral: 
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provide public comment on their own behalf. 

103. Following issuance of the May 6,2010 procedural order, no further filings were made 

by Glenn W. Smith, Richard Alt, or any other person representing SWAT. 

104. On May 6, 20 10, a procedural order was issued approving the protective order which 

was attached thereto as Exhibit A. 

105. Parties hling executed copies of the protective order include the Council, W.R. 

Hansen, Marshall Magruder, RUCO, and Staff. The Company also filed copies of the protective 

order executed by Arizona Court Reporting Service. 

106. On May 6 ,  2010, the Company filed a late-filed exhibit consisting of email 

correspondence between the Company and the Daisy Mountain Fire District. 

107. On May 7, 2010, the Company filed the redacted testimony of its witness James 

Jenkins regarding the impact on the Company of a proposal made by the Council’s witness Dan L. 

Neidlinger to phase in the Puke advance repayments made during the 2008 test year and March 

2010. 

108. On May 11 , 2010, RUCO filed a late-filed exhibit regarding the Company’s Arizona 

pension costs. 

109. On May 1 1,20 10, Paradise Valley filed a Notice of Errata. 

1 10. On May 11 , 2010, the Company filed an objection to the revenue requirement 

:estimony of RUCO’s witness Rodney L. Moore set forth on page 5 of Mr. Moore’s rate design 

estimony. 

1 1 1. 

112. 

On May 14,201 0, DMB filed a Notice of Filing Summary of Testimony. 

On May 14, 2010, the Company filed the rate design and rate consolidation rebuttal 

estimony of Company witnesses Thomas M. Broderick and Constance E. Heppenstall. 

1 13. On May 14, 2010, Marshall Magruder filed his rate design and rate consolidation 

ebuttal testimony. 

1 14. On May 17,201 0, the Company filed a Notice of Filing Testimony Summaries. 

115. On May 14,2010, Marshall Magruder filed a Summary of Testimony. 
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1 16. 

1 17. 

On May 1 8,20 10, the Council filed a Notice of Filing Testimony Summary. 

On May 18,201 0, Anthem Golf filed a Notice of Filing Testimony Summary. 

1 18. 

1 19. 

120. 

On May 18 and 19,20 10, the Council filed Testimony Summaries. 

On May 18,2010, Phase I1 of the hearing in this matter commenced as scheduled. 

On May 19, 2010, the Council filed a copy of a May 17, 2010 letter from Jack 

Voblitt, President of its Board of Directors, to Jodi L. Jerich, Director of RUCO. 

121. 

122. 

123. 

On May 20,2010, RUCO filed a Notice of Filing Testimony Summaries. 

On May 21,2010, Staff filed a Notice of Filing Testimony Summaries. 

On May 26, 2010, the Company filed as a late-filed exhibit a description of its 
. -~ ~ ~ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _  .. 

:ommunity outreach in relation to rate consolidation. 

124. On May 27, 2010, the Company filed the rate consolidation scenarios requested by 

Zommissioner Mayes during Phase I1 of the hearing. 

125. 

126. 

On June 3,201 0, Phase I1 of the hearing in this matter concluded. 

On June 4, 2010, Supervisor Tom Sockwell, Mohave County District 2 Supervisor, 

filed a letter in opposition to rate consolidation. 

127. On June 9,201 0, the Company filed as a late-filed exhibit its responses to Staffs data 

requests relating to rate consolidation. 

128. 

129. 

On June 11,2010, the Company filed its revenue requirement final schedules. 

On June 17, 2010, the Company filed the redacted version of the evidentiary hearing 

transcript Volume 3, Phase 11, dated May 20,2010. 

130. 

131. 

132. 

On June 18,2010, Staff filed its revenue requirement final schedules. 

On June 18,2010, the Council filed its revenue requirement final schedules. 

On June 22, 2010, a letter from the Sun City Grand Community Association 

(“Associationyy) was docketed. The Association’s letter requested that “either the district of which 

the Association is a part (the Agua Fria Water District) be permanently removed from the rate 

consolidation proposal, or that the Association be granted a reasonable extension of time to file a 

motion to intervene in this matter.” 
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133. 

134. 

On June 24,2010, RUCO filed its revenue requirement final schedules. 

On June 25, 2010, the Company filed a Response to the Association’s June 22,2010 

filing. The Company viewed the June 22, 2010 letter as a request for intervention, and 

recommended that such request be denied as untimely. The Company further noted that intervention 

is not necessary for the Association to express its opposition to consolidation 

135. 

136. 

137. 

On June 25,2010, Staff filed its rate design and rate consolidation final schedules. 

On June 25,2010, the Company filed its stand-alone rate design final schedules. 

On June 25, 2010, the Resorts filed their rate design and rate consolidation final 

xhedules. 

138. On June 28, 2010, a June 24, 2010, letter from Jack Noblitt, President of the 

2ouncil’s Board of Directors, to the Commissioners and Mr. Broderick was filed. 

139. On June 28, 2010, Marshall Magruder filed final rate design and rate consolidation 

chedules. 

140. On June 30, 2010, the Company filed a Notice of Additional Town Hall Meetings 

ndicating that it had scheduled additional town hall meetings in Lake Havasu City (July 6, 2010), 

%ullhead City (July 7, 2010), Sun City (July 9, 2010), Scottsdale (July 12: 2010), Tubac (July 13, 

OlO), Surprise (July 14, 2010), Sun City West (July 15, 2010), and Anthem (July 26, 2010), to 

iscuss the issue of rate consolidation. 

14 1. On June 30,20 10, a copy of the June 22,20 10, letter docketed by the Sun City Grand 

lommunity Association was mailed to all parties of record. 

142. On July 1, 2010, the Company filed revised revenue requirement and stand-alone 

ite design schedules for its Sun City Wastewater district. 

143. 

144. 

On July 2,2010, the Council filed a Notice of Filing Rate Design Schedules. 

On July 6 ,  2010, the Company filed a notice of change of address for its July 7, 2010 

Iwn hall meeting on rate consolidation issues for Bullhead City. 

145. On July 6, 2010, the Company filed revised revenue requirement schedules for its 

111 City Water district. 
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146. 

147. 

On July 8,2010, the Council filed a Notice of Errata to its June 28,2010 filing. 

On July 12, 2010, Staff filed a Notice of Errata Regarding Rate Design Schedules for 

le Sun City Water District. 

148. On July 12, 2010, a filing was docketed by Ekmark & Ekmark, LLC. The filing 

tated that the firm represented the Association with respect to matters of general counsel, and that 

he Association had retained different counsel to represent the Association with respect to this 

atter. The July 12, 2010 filing stated that the June 22, 2010 filing was made “on behalf of the 

ssociation in order to provide a public comment with respect to the pending water rate case.” 

149. On July 14, 2010, a procedural order was issued indicating that that the Association’s 

me 22, 2010, letter expressing its opposition to rate consolidation in this proceeding would be 

msidered public comment by the Association in the record of this case. 

~ - _ _ ~  pp---p-p 

- - 

150. On July 16, 2010, closing briefs were filed by the Company, the Council, Paradise 

Talley, W.R. Hansen, Larry Woods, Marshall Magruder, DMB, Corte Bella, RUCO, and Staff. 

15 1. 

152. 

On July 20,201 0, Paradise Valley filed a Notice of Errata. 

On July 30, 2010, the Company filed a Notice Regarding Town Hall Meetings 

ndicating that it had completed the town hall meetings set forth in its June 30,2010 filing. Attachec 

o the Notice was an example of the slide presentation made at the meetings and the handou 

listributed to attendees of the meetings. 

153. On July 30, 2010, the Company filed a recommendation regarding the administration 

if its Sun City district low-income program to condominium and other multi-housing residents, in 

addition to the already-eligible single dwelling unit residents. 

154. On August 6, 2010, reply briefs were filed by the Company, the Council, Anthem 

Golf, Marshall Magruder, DMB, Corte Bella, RUCO, and Staff. 

155. 

156. 

On August 16,2010, Marshall Magruder filed a Notice of Errata. 

On October 1, 2010, RUCO filed a Notice of Filing Withdrawal of Phase-In 
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requirement, no version of RUCO’s proposal, or modification to it, would actually result in a rate 

design more beneficial to Anthem’s ratepayers than RUCO’s stand-alone rate design, and 

accordingly, RUCO withdraws its alternate phase-in proposal. 

157. On November 2, 2010, a letter dated October 13, 2010 addressed to the 

Commissioners from the Council was filed. The letter stated that it listed the Council’s enacted and 

planned water conservation measures for the Anthem community. The letter invited Commissioners 

to contact the Council. 

158. On November 9, 2010, RUCO and the Council filed a Notice of Joint Filing of 

Supplemental Information. 

159. On November 12, W.R. Hansen filed a Notice of Change of Email Address. 

160. Approximately 3,68 1 written public comments were filed in this docket, including 

petition signatures, in opposition to the Company’s requested rate increases in the districts. Many 

:omments were related to rate consolidation. While a few public comments were filed in support of 

-ate consolidation, the great majority of public comments filed expressed opposition to rate 

:onsolidation. 

Determinations 

161. Arizona-American is a wholly owned subsidiary of American Water Works, the 

argest investor-owned water and wastewater utility in the United States. American Water Works 

wns a number of regulated water and wastewater subsidiaries that operate in 32 states, in addition 

o non-regulated subsidiaries. American Water Works raises debt capital for its subsidiaries through 

ts financing subsidiary American Water Capital Corp. Arizona-American operates twelve water 

nd wastewater systems in Arizona. Arizona-American is Arizona’s largest investor-owned water 

nd wastewater utility, operating twelve water and wastewater systems in Arizona, serving 

pproximately 150,000 customers located in portions of Maricopa, Mohave, and Santa Cruz 

hunties. 

162. During the test year, the Anthem Water district served approximately 8,700 

ustomers in the Anthem Community, the Sun City Water district served approximately 23,000 
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customers in Sun City, the Town of Youngtown, and small sections of Peoria and Surprise, the 

AnthemIAgua Fria Wastewater district served approximately 10,12 1 customers in the Anthem, 

Verrado, and Russell Ranch communities, the Sun City Wastewater district served approximately 

21,965 customers in Sun City, the Town of Youngtown, and small sections of Peoria and Surprise, 

and the Sun City West Wastewater district served approximately 14,968 customers in Sun City West 

and the Corte Bella community. 

Anthem Water 

163. For the Anthem Water district, Applicant recommends a revenue requirement of 

$13,455,431, which is an increase of $5,962,687, or 79.58 percent, over its adjusted test year 

revenues of $7,492,744. Applicant’s recommendation for the Anthem Water district would result in 

an approximate $37.37 increase for the average 5/8 x 3/4 inch water meter residential customer, 

from $37.22 per month to $74.59 per month, or approximately 100.40 percent. Under the 

Company’s proposal, a median usage (8,000 gallons/month) Anthem Water district residential 

customer on a 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter would experience an increase of $33.46, approximately 100.39 

percent, from $33.33 per month to $66.79 per month, or approximately 100.39 percent. 

164. For the Anthem Water district, RUCO recommends a revenue requirement of 

$12,516,000, which is an increase of $5,023,268, or 67.04 percent, over its adjusted test year 

revenues of $7,492,732. RUCO’s recommendation for the Anthem Water district would result in an 

2pproximate $27.34 increase for the average (9,616 gallons/month) 5/8 x 3/4 inch water meter 
. 

pesidential customer, from $37.22 per month to $64.56 per month, or approximately 73.46 percent. 

4 median usage (8,000 gallons/month) Anthem Water district residential customer on a 5’8 x 3/4- 

inch meter would experience an increase of $24.48, approximately 73.45 percent, from $33.33 per 

nonth to $57.81 per month. 

165. For the Anthem Water district, Staff recommends a revenue requirement of 

113,420,925, which is an increase of $5,928,181, or 79.12 percent, over its adjusted test year 

aevenues of $7,492,744. Staffs recommendation for the Anthem Water district would result in an 

ipproximate $28.62 increase for the average (9,616 gallons/month) 5/8 x 3/4 inch water meter 

72047 
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residential customer, from $37.22 per month to $65.84 per month, or approximately 76.90 percent. 

A median usage (8,000 gailons/month) Anthem Water district residential customer on a 5/8 x 3/4- 

inch meter would experience an increase of $22.67, approximately 68.02 percent, from $33.33 per 

month to $56.00 per month. Staff’s alternative 5-tier rate design would result in an approximate 

$24.09 increase for the average (9,616 gallons/month) 518 x 314 inch water meter residential 

customer, from $37.22 per month to $61.31 per month, or approximately 64.72 percent. A median 

usage (8,000 gallons/month) Anthem Water district residential customer on a 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter 

would experience an increase of $18.67, approximately 56.02 percent, from $33.33 per month to 

$52.00 per month. 

166. 

167. 

The fair value rate base of the Anthem Water district is $57,249,836. 

A fair value rate of return for the Anthem Water district of 6.70 percent is reasonable 

and appropriate. 

168. The revenue increases requested by the Applicant for the Anthem Water district 

wouid produce an excessive return on FVRB. 

169. The gross revenues of the Anthem Water district should increase by $5,453,750. 

170. The revenue requirement authorized herein for the Anthem Water district is 

512,946,494, which is an increase of $5,453,750, or 72.79 percent, over adjusted test year revenues 

)f $7,492,744. The bill effects of the rates adopted herein for Anthem Water district residential 

wtomers are shown in Exhibit A. 

17 1. According to Staff, the Maricopa County Environmental Services Division 

“MCESD”) has determined that the Anthem Water district is currently delivering water that meets 

he water quality standards required by Title 18, Chapter 4 of the Arizona Administrative Code. 

172. The Anthem Water district is located within the Phoenix Active Management Area 

‘ A M ’ )  and the Arizona Department of Water Resources (“ADWR”) has determined that it is in 

ompliance with the AD WR requirements governing water providers. 

173. It is reasonable and in the public interest to authorize the Company to establish a 

eferral account to allow it to defer tank maintenance expenses for the Anthem Water district until 

I i 
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le next rate case for the district, at which time the Company may present evidence in support of 

:covery of the deferred expense amounts for consideration. 

un City Water 

174. For the Sun City Water district, Applicant recommends a revenue requirement of 

1 1,161,Ol 1 , which is an increase of $1,877,910, or 20.23 percent, over its adjusted test year 

=venues of $9,283,101. Applicant’s recommendation for the Sun City Water district would result in 

n approximate $4.64 increase for the average (7,954 gallons/month) 5/8 x 3/4 inch water meter 

esidential customers, from $16.73 per month to $21.37 per month, or approximately 27.74 percent. 

175. For the Sun City Water district, RUCO recommends a revenue requirement of 

;9,787,589, which is an increase of $504,488, or 5.43 percent, over its adjusted test year revenues of 

;9,283,101. RUCO’s recommendation for the Sun City Water district would result in an 

ipproximate $1.22 increase for the average (7,954 gallons/month) 5/8 x 3/4 inch water meter 

esidential customers, from $16.73 per month to $17.95 per month, or approximately 7.29 percent. 

__ ._ 

176. For the Sun City Water district, Staff recommends a revenue requirement of 

~11,126,179, which is an increase of $1,843,078, or 19.85 percent, over its adjusted test year 

‘evenues of $9,283,101. Staffs recommendation for the Sun City Water district would result in an 

ipproximate $1.42 increase for the average (7,954 gallons/month) 5 / 8  x 314 inch water meter 

mesidential customer, from $16.73 per month to $18.15 per month, or approximately 8.49 percent. 

Staffs alternative 5-tier rate design would result in an approximate $2.16 increase for the average 

[7,954 gallons/month) 5/8 x 3/4 inch water meter residential customer, from $16.73 per month to 

$18.89 per month, or approximately 12.91 percent. 

177. The fair value rate base of the Sun City Water district is $28,188,865. 

178. A fair value rate of return for the Sun City Water district of 6.70 percent is reasonable 

and appropriate. 

179. The revenue increases requested by the Applicant for the Sun City Water district 

would produce an excessive return on FVRB. 

180. The gross revenues of the Sun City U’ater district should increase by $1,6 1 1,522. 
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181. The revenue requirement authorized herein for the Sun City Water district is 

$10,894,623, which is an increase of $1,611,522, or 17.36 percent, over its adjusted test year 

revenues of $9,283,101. 

182. The bill effects of the rates adopted herein for Sun City Water district residential 

customers are shown on Exhibit A. 

183. According to Staff, MCESD has determined that the Sun City Water district is 

xrrently delivering water that meets the water quality standards required by Title 18, Chapter 4 of 

the Arizona Administrative Code. 

184. The Sun City Water district is located within the Phoenix AMA and AD%% has 

letermined that it is in compliance with the ADWR requirements governing water providers. 

185. It is reasonable and in the public interest to require the Company to reduce water loss 

n the Sun City Water district’s PWS No. 07-099 to below 10 percent before it files its next rate 

me, CC&N, or financing application for the Sun City Water district, not including currently 

)ending cases, whichever comes first, and to require that the Company continue tracking the water 

oss for PWS No. 07-099 for three years and submit the data collected every six months, with the 

irst water loss tracking report for PWS No. 07-099 to be filed as a compliance item in this docket 

vithin 180 days of this Order. 

186. It is reasonable and in the public interest to require the Company to file, within 60 

ays, or sooner if possible, for review by Staff, an application for approval of changes to the Sun 

:ity Low Income Program that generally incorporate the program outlined in Exhibit By in order to 

xtend the benefit of the Sun City Low Income Program to condominium and other multi-housing 

we1 lers , 

187. It is reasonable and in the public interest to require Staff to review the Company’s 

un City Low Income Program and to prepare and docket, within 60 clays of the Company’s filing, a 

ecommended Order regarding the Company’s proposed changes to the Sun City Low Income 

rogram. 
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188. It is reasonable and in the public interest to authorize the Company to continue thc 

current high block funding mechanism for the Sun City Low Income Program. 

Anthem/Agua Fria Wastewater 

189. For the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district, Applicant recommends a revenue 

requirement of $13,929,889, which is an increase of $5,292,887, or 68.21 percent, over its adjusted 

test year revenues of $8,63 7,002. Applicant’s recommendation for the AnthedAgua Fria 

Wastewater district would result in an approximate $38.74 increase for an average water usage 

:5,632 gallons per month) 5/8 x 3/4 inch water meter residential customer, from $47.36 per month 

o $86.10 per month, or approximately 8 1.80 percent. 
- - ~ _ _ _ _  

190. For the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district, RUCO recommends a revenue 

equirement of $13,684,829, which is an increase of $5,047,706, or 58.44 percent, over its adjusted 

:st year revenues of $8,637,123. RUCO’s recommendation for the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater 

istrict would result in an approximate $28.72 increase for an average water usage (5,632 gallons 

er month) 5/8 x 3/4 inch water meter residential customer, from $47.36 per month to $76.08 per 

ionth, or approximately 60.64 percent. 

191. For the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district, Staff recommends a revenue 

:quirement of $13,668,321, which is an increase of $5,031,198, or 58.25 percent, over its adjusted 

st year revenues of $8,637,123. Staffs recommendation for the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater 

istrict would result in an approximate $6.69 increase for an average water usage (5,632 gallons per 

ionth) 5/8 x 3/4 inch water meter residential customer, from $47.36 per month to $54.05 per month, 

r approximately 14.13 percent. 

192. 

193. 

The fair value rate base of the AnthemlAgua Fria Wastewater district is $45,116,927. 

A fair value rate of return for the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district of 6.70 

xcent is reasonable and appropriate. 

194. The revenue increases requested by the Applicant for the AnthedAgua Fria 

Tastewater district would produce an excessive return on FVRl3. 

195. The gross revenues of the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district should increase by 
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$4,657,770. 

196. The revenue requirement authorized herein for the AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater 

district is $13,294,893, which is an increase of $4,657,770, or 53.93 percent, over its adjusted test 

year revenues of $8,63 7,123. 

197. The bill effects of the rates adopted herein for AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district 

residential customers are shown in Exhibit A. 

198. According to Staff, AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district is in full compliance with 

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (“ADEQ”) requirements for operation and 

maintenance, operator certification, and discharge permit limits. 

199. It is reasonable and appropriate to approve consolidated rates for the AnthedAgua 

Fria Wastewater district on an interim basis; to keep this docket open for the sole purpose of 

considering the design and implementation of stand-alone revenue requirements and rate designs as 

set forth in the Agreement reached during the Open Meeting for the Anthem Wastewater district and 

Agua Fria Wastewater district; and to require the Company to file, no later than April 1 , 201 1 , an 

3pplication supporting consideration of stand-alone revenue requirements and rate designs as set for 

the Agreement. Because the Sun City Grand Community Association is served by the AnthedAgua 

Fria Wastewater district and expressed an interest in consolidation issues after the hearing, it should 

,e provided notice of the application. 

200. It is reasonable and appropriate to require the Company to file, at the time it files new 

xhedules of rates and charges, revised hook-up fee tariffs for its AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater 

fistrict that conform with those appearing in Hearing Exhibit S-7 at DMH-3, Figure 6 and DMH-4, 

Tigure 7. 

sun City Wastewater 

201. For the Sun City Wastewater district, Applicant recommends a revenue requirement 

)f $7,906,547, which is an increase of $1,965,520, or 33.08 percent, over its adjusted test year 

evenues of $5,941,027. Applicant’s recommendation for the Sun City Wastewater district would 

esult in an approximate $5.14 increase for the average 5/8 x 3/4 inch water meter residential 

115 
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customers, from $13.69 per month to $18.83 per month, or approximately 37.55 percent. 

202. For the Sun City Wastewater district, RUCO recommends a revenue requirement of 

$7,435,703, which is an increase of $1,495,322, or 25.17 percent, over its adjusted test year revenue 

3f $5,940,381. RUCO’s recommendation for the Sun City Wastewater district would result in ill 

tpproximate $4.01 increase for the average 5/8 x 3/4 inch water meter residential customers, fi-on 

;13.69 per month to $17.70 per month, or approximately 29.29 percent. 

203. For the Sun City Wastewater district, Staff recommends a revenue requirement ol 

;7,665,720, which is an increase of $1,725,339, or 29.04 percent, over its adjusted test year revenues ._ 

If $5,940,381. Staffs recommendation for the Sun City Wastewater district would result in an 

pproximate $4.37 increase for the average 5/8 x 314 inch water meter residential customers, from $ 

-___ __ __--- -- ~ - _ _ _ ~ -  

er month to $1 8.06 per month, or approximately 31.92 percent. 

204. 

205. 

The fair value rate base of the Sun City Wastewater district is $15,489,977 

A fair value rate of return for the Sun City Wastewater district of 6.70 percent is 

:asonable and appropriate. 

206. The revenue increases requested by the Applicant for the Sun City Wastewater 

strict would produce an excessive return on FVFU3. 

207. 

,62 1,157. 

208. 

The gross revenues of the Sun City Wastewater district should increase by 

The revenue requirement authorized herein for the Sun City Wastewater district is 

,561,538, which is an increase of $1,621,157, or 27.29 percent, over its adjusted test year revenues 

$5,940,38 1. 

209. The bill effects of the rates adopted herein for Sun City Wastewater district 

iidential customers are shown in Exhibit A. 

210. The typical ADEQ compliance status is not applicable for the Sun City Wastewater 
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Sun City West Wastewater 

21 1. For the Sun City West Wastewater district, Applicant recommends a revenue 

requirement of $7,161,933, which is an increase of $1,500,223, or 26.50 percent, over its adjusted 

test year revenues of $5,661,710. Applicant’s recommendation for the Sun City West Wastewater 

district would result in an approximate $6.54 increase for the average 5/8 x 3/4 inch water meter 

residential customers, from $25.01 per month to $3 1.55 per month, or approximately 26.15 percent. 

212. For the Sun City West Wastewater district, RUCO recommends a revenue 

requirement of $6,419,979, which is an increase of $758,269, or 13.39 percent, over its adjusted test 

year revenues of $5,661,710. RUCO’s recommendation for the Sun City West Wastewater district 

would result in an approximate $3.36 increase for the average 5/8 x 3/4 inch water meter residential 

xstomers, from $25.01 per month to $28.37 per month, or approximately 13.43 percent. 

2 13. For the Sun City West Wastewater district, Staff recommends a revenue requirement 

>f $7,137,298, which is an increase of $1,475,588, or 26.06 percent, over its adjusted test year 

’evenues of $5,661,710. Staffs recommendation foi the Sun City West Wastewater district would 

esult in an approximate $6.51 increase for the average 518 x 314 inch water meter residentid 

:ustomers, from $25.01 per month to $3 1.52 per month, or approximately 26.03 percent. 

214. 

21 5. 

The fair value rate base of the Sun City West Wastewater district is $18,096,538. 

A fair value rate of return for the Sun City West Wastewater district of 6.70 percent is 

easonable and appropriate. 

2 16. The revenue increases requested by the Applicant for the Sun City West Wastewater 

istrict would produce an excessive return on FVRB. 

217. 

1,326,805. 

The gross revenues of the Sun City West Wastewater district should increase by 

218. The revenue requirement authorized herein for the Sun City West Wastewater 

istrict is $6,988,515, which is an increase of $1,326,805, or 23.43 percent, over its adjusted test 

:ar revenues of $5,661,710. 

219. The bill effects of the rates adopted herein for Sun City West Wastewater district 
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residential customers are shown in Exhibit A. 

220. According to Staff, the Sun City West Wastewater is in fill compliance with ADEQ 

requirements for operation and maintenance, operator certification, and discharge permit limits. 

221. It is reasonable and appropriate to require the Company to utilize the depreciation 

rates Staff recommends that are delineated by district on the schedule attached hereto and 

incorporated herein as Exhibit C. 

222. The Company, the Council, RUCO and Staff met during a recess from the Open 

Meeting to discuss possible resolution to a phase-in proposal and other issues. The aforementioned 

parties agreed to terms as set forth in the discussion of proposed phase-in plans herein. 
~~ ~ _ ~ _ _ _ _ ~  ~- ____ 

223. It is just and reasonable and in the public interest to adopt the terms of the Agreement 

reached by the Company, the Council, RUCO and Staff as set forth herein. 

224. The Commission believes it is in the public interest for Arizona-American to 

conserve groundwater by implementing Best Management Practices for all of its systems not already 

required to do so under Decision Nos. 71410 and 70372. We believe the Company should be 

required to, within 90 days of the effective date of this Decision, submit ten BMP’s for each of these 

systems, as a compliance item in this docket, in the form of tariffs that substantially conform to the 

templates created by Staff (and available on the Commission’s web site) for the Commission’s 

review and consideration. 

CONCLUSIONS OP LAW 

1. Arizona-American is a public service corporation pursuant to Article XV of the 

Arizona Constitution and A.R.S. 5s 40-250 and 40-25 1. 

2. 

the application. 

3. 

4. 

The Commission has jurisdiction over Arizona-American and the subject matter of 

Notice of the proceeding was provided in conformance with law. 

The fair value of Arizona-American’s Anthem Water district rate base is 

$57,249,836, and applying a 6.70 percent fair value rate of return on this fair value rate base 

produces rates and charges that, with the phase-in agreed to by the Company, are just and 

72047 
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5.  The fair value of Arizona-American’s Sun City Water district rate base is 

$28,188,865, and applying a 6.70 percent fair value “*e of return on this fair value rate base 

produces rates and charges that are just and reasonable, 

6. The fair value of Arizona-American’s AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district rate 

base is $45,116,927, and applying a 6.70 percent fair value rate of return on this fair value rate base 

produces rates and charges that, with the phase-in agreed to by the Company, are just and 

reasonable. 

7. The fair value of Arizona-American’s Sun City Wastewater district rate base is 

b15,489,977, and applying a 6.70 percent fair value rate of return on this fair value rate base 

xoduces rates and charges that are just and reasonable. 

8. The fair value of Arizona-American’s Sun City West Wastewater district rate base is 

118,096,538, and applying a 6.70 percent fair value rate of return on this fair value rate base 

roduces rates and charges that are just and reasonable. 

119 DECISION NO. 72047 I 

9. 

10. 

11. 

The rates and charges approved herein are just and reasonable. 

The rate design approved herein is just and reasonable. 

It is reasonable and appropriate to approve consolidated rates for the AnthedAgua 

i a  Wastewater district on an interim basis; to keep this docket open for the sole purpose of 

Insidering the design and implementation of stand-alone revenue requirements and rate designs as 

t forth in the Agreement reached during the Open Meeting for the Anthem Wastewater district and 

p a  Fria Wastewater district; and to require the Company to file, no later than April 1, 2011, an 

plication supporting consideration of stand-alone revenue requirements and rate designs as set for 

: Agreement. Because the Sun City Grand Community Association is served by the AnthendAgua 

a Wastewater district and expressed an interest in consolidation issues after the hearing, it should 

provided notice of the application. 

12. It is reasonable and appropriate to require the Company to file, at the time it files new 

2hedules of rates and charges, revised hook-up fee tariffs for its AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater 

119 DECISION NO. 72047 I 
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district that conform with those appearing in Hearing Exhibit S-7 at DMH-3, Figure 6 and DMH-4, 

Figure 7. 

13. It is reasonable and in the public interest to authorize the Company to establish a 

deferral account to allow it to defer tank maintenance expenses for the Anthem Water district until 

the next rate case for the district, at which time the Company present evidence in support of 

recovery of the deferred expense amounts for consideration. 

14. It is reasonable and in the public interest to require the Company to reduce water loss 

n the Sun City Water district’s PWS No. 07-099 to below 10 percent before it files its next rate 

:%e, CC&N, or financing application for the Sun City Water district, not including currently 

lending cases, whichever comes first, and to require that the Company continue tracking the water 

oss for PWS No. 07-099 for three years and submit the data collected every six months, with the 

irst water loss tracking report for PWS No. 07-099 to be filed as a compliance item in this docket 

lvithin 180 days of this Order. 

~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~~ .- 

15. It is reasonable and in the public interest to require the Company to file, within 60 

lays, or sooner if possible, for review by Staff, an application for approval of changes to the Sun 

3ty Low Income Program that generally incorporate the program outlined in Exhibit B, in order to 

xtend the benefit of the Sun City Low Income Program to condominium and other multi-housing 

wellers. 

16. It is reasonable and in the public interest to require Staff to review the Company’s 

un City Low Income Program and to prepare and docket, within 60 days of the Company’s filing, a 

Lecommended Order regarding the Company’s proposed changes to the Sun City Low Income 

rogram. 

17. It is reasonable and in the public interest to authorize the Company to continue the 

went high block fimding mechanism for the Sun City Low Income Program. 

18. It is reasonable and in the public interest to require the Company to utilize the 

qreciation rates Staff recommends that are delineated by district on the schedule attached hereto 

id incorporated herein as Exhibit C. 
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19. It is reasonable and in the public interest to adopt the terms of the Agreement reached 

by the Company, the Council, RUCO and Staff as set forth herein. 

ORDER 

IT IS THERJ3FORE ORDERED that Arizona-American Water Company is hereby authorized 

and directed to file with the Commission, on or before December 3 1,201 0, the schedules of rates and 

:barges attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit A, which shall be effective for all service 

*endered on and after January 1,201 1. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Arizona-American Water Company shall notify it 

xstomers of the revised schedules of rates and charges authorized herein by means of an insert ii 

heir next regularly scheduled billing in a form and manner acceptable to the Commission's Utilitie 

Iivision StafY. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the docket in this proceeding shall remain open for the sol( 

mrpose of considering the design and implementation of stand-alone revenue requirements and ratc 

esigns as agreed to in the settlement reached during the Open Meeting for the Anthem Wastewate~ 

istrict and Agua Fria Wastewater district. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Arizona-American Water Company shall file, no later than 

.pril 1, 201 1 ,  an application supporting consideration of stand-alone revenue requirements and rate 

=signs as set forth in the Agreement reached during the Open Meeting for the Anthem Wastewater 

strict and Agua Fria Wastewater district. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the rates approved herein for the AnthedAgua Fria 

Yastewater district are interim rates subject to change pursuant to a Commission determination on 

le above-ordered filing. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Arizona-American Water Company shall serve a copy of 

ie above-ordered application on the Sun City Grand Community Association at the time it is 

ocketed. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Arizona-American Water Company shall file, at the time it 

les new schedules of rates and charges, revised hook-up fee tariffs for its AnthedAgua Fria 

72047 121 DECISION NO. 
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I ’ Wastewater district that conform with those appearing in Hearing Exhibit S-7 at DMH-3, Figure 6 

and DMH-4, Figure 7. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Arizona-American Water Company shall file, within 60 

days, or sooner if possible, for review by Staff, an application for approval of changes that generally 

incorporate the program outlined in Exhibit B, to the Sun City Low Income Program in order to 

extend the benefit of the Sun City Low Income Program to condominium and other multi-housing 

dwellers. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Staff shall review the Company’s Sun City Low Income 

Program filing and shall prepare and docket, within 60 days of the Company’s filing, a 
~ ~~ ~ - ~ _ _ - ~  

iecommended Order regarding the Company’s proposed changes to the Sun City Low Income 

’rogram. 

~ - -~ 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Arizona-American Water Company is hereby authorized to 

ontinue the current high block funding mechanism for the Sun City Low Income Program. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Arizona-American Water Company is hereby authorized to 

Stablish a deferral account to allow it.to defer tank maintenance expenses for the Anthem Water I district until the next rate case for the Anthem Water district, at which time Arizona-American Water 

Company may present evidence in support of recovery of the deferred expense amounts for 

consideration. 





r 

72047 124 

I 

- 1- 

I 

1: 

1: 

1f 

1: 

I t  

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

- 

)ISSENT 

IISSENT 

DOCKET NO. W-01303A-09-0343 ET AI 

:‘f IS FURTHER ORDERED that for all of its systems not already required to do so undc 

Decision Nos. 71410 and 70372, Arizona-American Water Company shall, within 90 days of th 

effective date of this Decision, submit ten Best Management Practices for each of these systems. as 

compliance item in this docket, in the form of tariffs that substantially conform to the template 

xeated by Staff (and available on the Commission’s web site) for the Commission’s review anc 

:onsideration. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this Decision shall become effective immediately. 

BY ORDER OF THE ARJZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION. 

-- -- -~ 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I, ERNEST G. JOHNSON, 
Executive Director of the Arizona Corporation Commission, 
have hereunto set my hand and caused the official seal of the 
Commission to be affixed at the Capitol, in the City of Phoenix, 
this &@ day of Tefiay , ,2Q+ 

aoi/ 

TIVE DIRECTOR 
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DOCKET NO. W-01303A-09-0343 ET AL. 
EXHIBIT A 

MONTHLY USAGE CHARGE 
Residential and Commercial 
5/8” x 314” Meter $23.70 
1 ” Meter 
1 - 1 /2” Meter 
2” Meter 
3” Meter 
4” Meter 
6” Meter 
8’’ Meter 
Private Fire 
Private Fire 3” Meter 
PrivSte Fire 4” Meter 
Private Fire 6” Meter 
Private Fire 8” Meter 
Private Fire 10,’ Meter 
COMMODITY CHARGES: (per 1,000 Pallons) 
Residential (All Meter Sizes) 
First 2,000 gallons 
2,001 to 5,000 gallons 
5,001 to 9,000 gallons 
9,OO 1 to 2 1,000 gallons 
Over 2 1,000 gallons 
Commercial 
518 x 3/4” Meter 
First 9,000 gallons 
Over 9,000 ga11ons 
1 ” Meter 
First 18, 000 gallons 
Over 18,000 gallons 
1 112”Meter 
First 34,000 gallons 
Over 34,000 gallons - 
2” Meter 
First 53,000 gallons 

59.26 
118.51 
189.62 
379.24 
592.56 

1,185.12 
1,896.19 

$10.00 
12.50 
25.00 
40.00 
57.50 

$1.4221 
2.8443 
4.7405 
6.6367 
8.0920 

$4.7405 
8.0920 

$4.7405 
8.0920 

$4.7405 
8.0920 

$4.7405 
8.0920 Over 53,000 gallons 

3” Meter 
First 107,000 galIons $4.7405 
Over 107,000 gallons 8.0920 
4” Meter I 
First 168,000 gallons $4.7405 
Over 168,000 gallons 8.0920 
6” Meter 
First 340,000 gallons $4.7405 
Over 340,000 gallons 8.0920 

72047 
i DECISION NO* 



DOCKET NO. W-01303k- 
EXHIBIT A 

ANTHEM WATER 201 1 

8” Meter 
First 547,000 gallons 
Over 547,000 gallons 

$4.7405 
8.0920 

I 
I Interruptible $5.2 3 76 

0.5 102 Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU i 
SERVICE LINE AND METER INSTALLATION CHARGE: 
(Refundable Pursuant to A.A.C. R14-2-405) 

Meter Size Service L Meter Charges Total Charges 
Charges 

5/8” x 314” Meter $370.00 $130.00 $500.00 
314” Meter 370.00 . - 205.00 -- 575.00 - 

-- - - ~~ 1” Meter ~ ~ __ 

1 - 1 /2” Meter 
2” Turbine 
2” Compound 

3” Turbine 
3” Compound 

4” Turbine 
4” Compound 

6” Turbine 
6” Compound 

Over 6” 

- 420.00 
450.00 
580.00 
580.00 
745.00 
765.00 

1,090.00 
1,120.00 
1,610.00 
1,630.00 

cost 

~~ 240.00 - 

450.00 
945.00 

1,640.00 
1,420.00 
2,195.00 
2,270.00 
3,145.00 
4,425.00 
6,120.00 

cost  

1,525.00 
2,220.00 
2,165.00 
2,960.00 
3,360.00 
4,265.00 
6,03 5.00 
7,750.00 

cost 

SERVICE CHARGES: 
Reconnection (During business hours) $60.00 
Reconnection (After business hours) 90.00 
Insufficient Funds, NSF Fee 25.00 

10.00 
Meter Test Charge (Less than 3% difference) 30.00 
Customer Requested Meter Reread (if not in error) 



DOCKET NO. W-013038-09-0343 ET AL. 
EXHIBIT A 

ANTHEM WATER 2012 

MONTHLY USAGE CHARGE 
Residential and Commercial 
5/8” x 3/4” Meter $25.39 
1 ” Meter 63.47 
1 - 1 /2” Meter 126.94 
2” Meter 203.1 1 
3” Meter 406.2 1 
4” Meter 634.70 
6” Meter 1,269.4 1 
8” Meter 2,03 1.05 
Privafe Fire 
Private Fire 3” Meter $1 0.00 
Private Fire 4” Meter 12.50 

25.00 Private Fire 6” Meter 
Private Fire 8” Meter 40.00 
Private Fire lo” Meter 57.50 
COMMODITY CHARGES: (per 1,000 ~allons) 
Residential (All Meter Sizes) 
First 2,000 gallons $1.5233 
2,001 to 5,000 gallons 3.0466 
5,001 to 9,000 gallons 5.0776 
9,001 to 21,000 gallons 7.1087 
Over 2 1,000 gallons 8.6675 
Commercial 
518 x 314” Meter 
First 9,000 gallons $5.0776 
Over 9,000 gallons 8.6675 
1” Meter 
First 18,000 gallons $5.0776 
Over 18,000 gallons 8.6675 
1 1/2” Meter 
First 34,000 gallons $5.0776 
Over 34,000 gallons 8.6675 
2” Meter 
First 53,000 gallons $5.0776 
Over 53,000 gallons 8.6675 
3” Meter 
First 107,000 gallons $5.0776 
Over 107,000 gallons 8.6675 
4” Meter 
First 168,000 gallons $5.0776 
Over 168,000 gallons 8.6675 
6” Meter 
First 340,000 gallons $5.0776 

I 

iii 
/ 



- -~ 1 -  DMXB?,NO. W-O1303A-09-0343 ET AL. 
EXHIBIT A 

ANTHEM WATER 201 2 

Over 340,000 gallons 
8” Meter 
First 547,000 gallons 
Over 547,000 gallons 

Interruptible. 
Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 

8.6675 

$5.0776 
8.6675 

$5.61 01 
0.5465 

SERVICE LINE AND METER INSTALLATION CHARGE: 
(Refundable Pursuant to A.A.C. R14-2-405) 

Meter Size Service Line Meter Charges Total CharPes 
Charms 

5B”x  3/4”Meter ‘ $370.00 ---$130.00 - -3500.W 
-~ ~ -. 3/4” Meter - 370.00 - - - 205.00 ~ - - -~ ~ 575.00.-_- . -. . . _- - - 

1 ” Meter 420.00 240.00 660.00 
1 - 1 /2” Meter 450.00 450.00 900.00 
2” Turbine 580.00 945.00 1,525.00 

2” Compound 580.00 1,640.00 2,220.00 
3” Turbine 745.00 1,420.00 2,165.00 

3” Compound 765.00 2,195.00 2,960.00 
4” Turbine 1,090.00 2,270.00 3,360.00 

1,120.00 3,145 .OO 4,265.00 4” Compound 
6” Turbine 1,610.00 4,425.00 6,03 5.00 

6” Compound 1,630.00 6,120.00 7,750.00 
Over 6” cost  cost cost 

SERVICE CHARGES: 
Reconnection (During business hours) $60.00 

Insufficient Funds, NSF Fee 25.00 
10.00 

Meter Test Charge (Less than 3% difference) 30.00 

Reconnection (After business hours) 90.00 

Customer Requested Meter Reread (if not in error) 

4 .  

iv 
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EXHIBIT A 
ANTHEM WATER 2013 

MONTHLY USAGE CHARGE 
Residential and Commercial 
5/8” x 314‘’ Meter 
1 ” Meter 
1 - 1 /2” Meter 
2,’ Meter 
3” Meter 
4” Meter 
6” Meter 
8” Meter 
Private Fire 
Private Fire 3” Meter 
Private Fire 4” Meter 
Private Fire 6” Meter 
Private Fire 8” Meter 
Private Fire lo” Meter 
COMMODITY CHARGES: (per 1,000 gallons) 
Residential (All Meter Sizes) 
First 2,000 gallons 
2,001 to 5,000 gallons 
5,001 to 9,000 gallons 
9,001 to 2 1,000 gallons 
Over 2 1,000 gallons 
Commercial 
5/8 x 3/4” Meter 
First 9,000 gallons 
Over 9,000 gallons 
1” Meter 
First 18, 000 gallons 
Over 18,000 gallons 
1 1/2” Meter 
First 34,000 gallons 
Over 34,000 gallons 
2” Meter 
First 53,000 gallons 
Over 53,000 gallons 
3” Meter 
First 107,000 gallons 
Over 107,000 gallons 
4” Meter 
First 168,000 gallons 
Over 168,000 gallons 
6” Meter 
First 340,000 gallons 

DOCKET NO. W-01303A-09-0343 E’I’ AL. 

$27.08 
67.69 

135.38 
216.61 
433.22 
676.90 

1,353 .SO 
2,O 16.09 

$10.00 
12.50 
25.00 
40.00 
57.50 

$1.6246 
3 -249 1 
5.4152 
7.5813 
9.243 8 

$5.4 152 
9.2438 

$5.4152 
9.243 8 

$5.41 52 
9.243 8 

$5.41 52 
9.2438 

$5.41 52 
9.243 8 

$5.4 152 
9.2438 

$5.4152 

~ 
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Over 340,000 gallons 
8” Meter 
First 547,000 gallons 
Over 547,000 gallons 

Interruptible 
Wholesale (Phoenix) OWU 

DOCKET NO. W-O1303A-09-0343 ET AL. 
EXHIBIT A 

ANTHEM WATER 2013 

9.243 8 

$5.41 52 
9.2438 

$5.983 1 
0.5828 

SERVICE LINE AND METER INSTALLATION CHARGE: 
(Refundable Pursuant to A.A.C. R14-2-405) 

Meter Size Service Line Meter Charges Total Charges 
Charges 

~ 

518”X374” Meter $370.00 $ 1  30.00 $500.00 
~ .--314ZMeter . ___-- -_.?.70.00 ~ ~ __._. 205.00 - ~ _..__ ~ 51500-. -~ 

420.00 240.00 660.00 
1 - 1 /2” Meter 450.00 450.00 900.00 
2” Turbine 580.00 945 .OO 1,525.00 

3” Turbine 745.00 1,420.00 2,165.00 
3” Compound 765.00 2,195.00 2,960.00 

4” Turbine 1,090.00 2,270.00 3,360.00 
4” Compound 1,120.00 3,145 .OO 4,265.00 

6” Turbine 1,6 10.00 4,425.00 6,03 5.00 
6” Compound 1,630.00 6,120.00 7,750.00 

1 ”  Meter 

2” Compound 580.00 1,640.00 2,220.00 

Over 6” cost  cost  cost 

SERVICE CHARGES: 
Reconnection (During business hours) $60.00 
Reconnection (After business hours) 90.00 
Insufficient Funds, NSF Fee 25.00 

10.00 
Meter Test Charge (Less than 3% difference) 30.00 
Customer Requested Meter Reread (if not in error) 



MONTHLY USAGE CHARGE 
Residential and Commercial 
518” x 314” Low Income 
518” x 314” Meter 
1 ” Meter 
1 - 1 /2” Meter 
2” Meter 
3” Meter 
4” Meter 
6” Meter 
8” Meter 

Public Interruptible - Peoria 
Irrigation - 2” 

DOCKET NO. W-01303A-09-0343 ET AL. 
EXHIBIT A 

SUN CITY WATER 

$4.38 
8.76 

21.89 
43.78 
70.05 

140.10 
2 18.90 
437.81 
700.50 

$ 8.16 
77.59 

Private Fire 

9.73 Private Fire 4” Meter 
9.73 Private Fire 6” Meter 

Private Fire 8” Meter 14.01 
Private Fire 1O”Meter 20.14 

8.22 Private Hydrant - Peoria 
COMMODITY CHARGES: (per 1,000 gallons) 
Residential (A11 Meters1 

Private Fire 3” Meter $9.73 

First 1,000 gallons 
1,001 to 3,000 gallons 
3,001 to 9,000 gallons 
9,001 to 12,000 gallons 
Over 12,000 gallons 
Commercial 
518 x 314” Meter 
First 9,000 gallons 
Over 9,000 gallons 
1” Meter 
First 20,000 gallons 
Over 20,000 gallons 
1 1/2” Meter 
First 40,000 gallons 
Over 40,000 gallons 
2” Meter 
First 64,000 gallons 
Over 64,000 gallons 
3” Meter 
First 13 1,000 gallons 
Over 13 1,000 gallons 
4” Meter 

vii 

$0.7297 
1.0702 
1.3621 
1.6539 
2.01 56 

$1.3621 
2.01 56 

$1.3621 
2.01 56 

$1.3621 
2.0156 

$1.3621 
2.01 56 

$1.3621 
2.0156 

72047 - DECISION NO1 



DOCKET NO. W-01303A-09-0343 ET AL. 
EXHIBIT A 

SUN CITY WATER 

First 205,000 gallons $1.3621 
Over 205,000 gallons 2.0156 
6” Meter 
First 415,000 gallons $1.3621 
Over 415,000 gallons 2.0156 
8” Meter 
First 670,000 gallons $1.3621 
Over 670,000 gallons 2.01 56 

Public Interruptible - Peoria 
Irrigation - 2” 
Irrigation - Raw 
Central AZ Proiect 
Private Hydrant - Peoria 

$1 A632 
1.255 1 
1.0037 
0.8480 
1.1400 

~ ._ ~- - ~ - ~  -- ._ - 

SERVICE LINE AND METER INSTALLATION CHARGE: 
~ . . . f R e f f - t f f 8 ~ ~ b P u r s u ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . . A ~ -  RJ4-2-405) - ~ - -  . ~ - ~~ ~ ~ _ _ _ _  

Meter Size Service Line Meter Charges Total Charges 
Charges 

518” x 314” Meter $370.00 $130.00 $500.00 
3/4” Meter 370.00 205.00 575.00 

1 ” Meter 420.00 240.00 660.00 
1 - 112” Meter 450.00 450.00 900.00 
2” Turbine 580:OO 945.00 1,525.00 

3” Turbine 745.00 1,420.00 2,165.00 
3’’ Compound 765.00 2,195.00 2,960.00 

4” Turbine 1,090.00 2,270.00 3,3 60.00 
4” Compound 1,120.00 3,145.00 % 4,265.00 

6” Turbine 1,610.00 4,425 -00 6,035.00 
6” Compound 1,630.00: 6,120.00 7,750.00 

Over 6” cost cost cost 

2” Compound 580.00 1,640.00 2,220.00 

SERVICE CHARGES: 
Reconnection (During business hours) $30.00 
Reconnection (After business hours) 40.00 
Insufficient Funds, NSF Fee 25.00 
Customer Requested Meter Reread (if not in error) 5.00 
Meter Test Charge 10.00 

Groundwater Savinps Fee: 
Residential (Per Unit) $1 S650 
Non-Residential (Per 1,000 gallons) 0.1 192 

72047 DECISION NO,, ~ 
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DOCKET NO. W-0130311-09-0343 ET AL. 

EXHIBIT A 
ANTHEM/AGUA FRIA WASTEWATER 

Monthly Usape Charge: 
Residential 
Commercial 5/8” 
Commercial 314” 
Commercial 1 ” 
Commercial LG 

Commoditv Charge /Per 1,000 gallons water usage) 
Residential*(First 7,000 gallons only) 
Commercial 5/8” (First 10,000 gallons only) 
Commercial 3/4” (First 15,000 gallons only) 
Commercial 1” (First 20,000 gallons only) 
Commercial LG (All gallons) 
Wholesale Phoenix (All gallons) 
Effluent CharEe: 
All gallons (Per Acre-foot) 
All gallons (Per 1,000 gallons 
Annual Fee for Industrial Discharge Service 
<=50,000 gallons water per month 
> 50,000 gallons water per month 
Sewer Facilities Hook-Up Fees 
Fee per Equivalent Residential Unit (“ERU’y) 
ERU Schedule: 

Single Family Home 
Apartment Units 
Commercial Units (per acre) 
Resorts (per room) 

SERVICE CHARGES: 
Establishment during business hours 
Establishment after business hours 
Reconnection (delinquent) 
Reconnection after hours 
NSF Check 
Late Fee (Per Month) 

$3 9.84 
44.48 
66.72 
89.06 

178.05 

$4.9946 
5.5760 
5.5760 
5.5760 
5.5760 
5.5760 

$250.00 
0.77 

$ 500.00 
1,000.00 

765.00 

1 .oo 
0.50 
4.00 
0.50 

$30.00 
45.00 
40.00 
55.00 
15.00 

1 So% 

* Commencing June 1, 2012, each residential customer’s commodity charges will be 
based on that customer’s average water usage for the most recent January, February and 
March combined average actual water usage for those months, without the current 7,000 



- ~ ~~ ~ ~~~~ 
~ 

DOCKET NO. W-01303A-09-0343 ET AL. 

Monthly Usage Charge: 
Residential 

Single Unit 5/8” x 314” 
Single Unit 1 ‘’ 
Single Unit 1 - 1 /2” 
Single Unit =>2” 
Single Unit Non Water 
Multi Unit All Water 
Multi Unit Non Water 

EXHIBIT A 
SUN CITY WASTEWATER 

$ 18.11 
46.86 
93.73 

149.96 
18.1 1 
18.1 1 
18.1 1 

Com m ercial 
wc $ 5.64 
DW 43.03 
WM 10.48 

21.31 WR 
RR 10.94 

Single Unit 5/8” x 3/4” 9.20 
Single Unit 1 ” 23.02 
Single Unit 1-1/2” 46.02 
Single Unit 2” 73.63 
Single Unit >2” 73.63 
Single Unit Non Water 73.63 
Multi Unit 5/8” x 314” 9.20 
Multi Unit 1,’ 23.02 
Multi Unit 1-1/2” 46.02 
Multi Unit 2” 73.63 
Multi Unit >2” 73.63 
Multi Unit Non Water 73.63 
Large User => 2” 73.63 

$ 1.2862 

~ .~ __ 

- - Paradise Pa~k Vu - - - -  ~~ ~ __._ . .. -~ ~~ -. - -  1(,7 1 1.69-. -. 

Commercial Volumetric Charge 
JPer 1,000 gallons water usage) 

Paradise Park I/U Volumetric Charge 
(Per 1,000 gallons water usage) 

Annual Fee for Industrial Discharge Service 
<=50,000 gallons water per month 

$ 1.8770 

$ 500.00 
> 50,000 gallons water per month 1,000.00 

SERVICE CHARGES: 
Reconnection (During business hours) $30.00 
Reconnection (After business hours) 40.00 
Insufficient Funds, NSF Fee 10.00 

X 72047 DECISION NOa ~ 



DOCKET NO. 13-013038-09-0343 ET AL. 
EXHIBIT A 

SUN CITY WEST WASTEWATER 
L - -  

Monthly Usage Charge: 
Residential 

Single Unit 5/8” x 314‘’ 
Single Unit 1” 
Single Urit 1-1/2” 
Single Unit =>2” 
S Unit Non Water 
M all Unit 

Commercial 
wc 
DW 
WM 
WR 
S Unit 518” x 3f4” 
S Unit 1” 
S Unit 1-1/2” 
S Unit 2” 
S Unit >2” 
S Unit Non Water 
M Unit 518” x 314” 
M Unit 1” 
M Unit 1-1/2” 
M Unit 2” 
S Unit >2” 
S Unit LU =>2” 

Commercia1 Volumetric Charpe 
fPer 1,000 gallons water usage) 

AnnuaI Fee for Industrial Discharge Service 
<=50,000 gallons water per month 
> 50,000 gallons water per month 

SERVICE CHARGES: 
Reconnection (During business hours) 
Reconnection (After business hours) 
Insufficient Funds, NSF Fee 

$ 30.96 
77.40 

247.66 
30.96 
30.96 

* 154.79 

$ 11.65 
93.42 
21.80 
45.67 
17.65 
44.13 
88.27 

141.23 
141.23 
141.23 
17.65 
44.13 
88.27 

141.23 
141.23 
141.23 

$2.6024 

$ 500.00 
1,000.00 

$30.00 
40.00 
25.00 
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DOCKET NO. W-013038-09-0343 ET AL. 

TYPICAL BILL IMPACTS 
09-0343 

.- 

ANTHEM WATER: 

Under the rates adopted herein, an average usage (9,616 gallons/month) Anthem 
Water district residential customer on a 5/8 x 3/4-inch meter will experience in 20. I an increase 
of $20.91, or approximately 56.2 percent, from $37.22 per month to $58.13 per month and in 
2012 an additional increase of $4.14 or approximately 7.1 percent to $62.27 per month. Rates 
will additionally increase in 201 3 by $4.14 or approximately 6.7 percent to $66.4 1 per month 
according to the phase in plan. 

SUN CITY WATER: -~ 

Under the fates adopted herein; an-mmgewater usage (7$%4 gallons permanth) 
Sun city Water district residential customer with a 5/8 x 3/4-inch water meter will experience an 
increase of $1.65, or approximately 9.9 percent, from $16.73 per month to $1 8.38 per month. 

ANTHEM / AGUA FFUA WASTEWATER: 

~ - 

Under the rates adopted herein, an average water usage (5,632 gallons per month) 
AnthedAgua Fria Wastewater district residential customer with a 5/8 x 3/4-inch water meter 
will experience an increase of $20.61, or approximately 43.5 percent, from $47.36 per month to 
$67.97 per month. 

SUN CITY WASTEWATER: 

Under the rates adopted herein, an average water usage Sun City Wastewater district residential 
customer with a 5/8 x 31’4-inch water meter will experience an increase of $4.42, or 
approximately 32.3 percent, from $13.69 per month to $18.1 1 per month. 

SUN CITY WEST WASTEWATER: 

Under the rates adopted herein, an average water usage Sun City West Wastewater district 
residential customer with a 518 x 3/4-inch water meter will experience an increase of $5.95, or 
approximately 23.8 percent, from $25.01 per month to $30.96 per month. 

EClSlON N a  
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DOCKET NO. W-O1303A-09-0343 ET AL EXHIBIT tcB9y 

Sun City/Youngtown 
Low Income Assistance Program 

ondom ini u m Residents 

Planning Meeting 
SCTA Office 

July 29, 2010 

Sun City Taxpayers Association 
10195 W. Coggins Dnwe 
Sun City, AZ 85351 

72047 
DECISION NO. 



SCTA Board Oversight (%airpetson + A pool of eight (8) people will be needed. 

Get the word out 
9 Newspaper stories 
> SCTA"tips" 
> Flyers to condo residents with help from Condo Association ~~ ~~ ~~ 

.~ 

Dedicated phone line w/anwering service 

Screen appiicants 
P Send out information packet w/application 
P Set up appointment for SCTA office visit 

Computer spreadsheet with all pertinent information 

Write check for @/month (twice a year) 

1 
Verifjvesident still living there before next check is written 

1 
Meet personally every quarter to review and adjust program i 

> Complete benefits check up 
P LlAPforAAW 

72047 DECISION NO. 



DOCWET NO. W-0 1303A-09-0343 ET AL 
SUN CITY TAXPAYER SOCIATION 

APPLICATION: Sun CityNoungtown Low Income Assistance Program 
For Condominium Residents 

(Program is for residential wstomers and their domestic water service) 

SecEon l-Customer lnformafion I 
Association Name Customer Asso # 
(Located on Bill) 
Mailing Address 

Management Company A 

Individual (Customer) Name 

Home Address 
(Individual Address) 

DaytimePhone# - -- 
City 

mgram must meet all four criteria below to be eligible for 

town Resident (Drivers license or AZ car license for ID.) 

servlce from Arizona-American Water 

Over 65 Y; 
D A l l  Annual in: 

I state the information I have pmvided in this application is true and correct. I agree b provide proof of income, 

.I 

A 
Arizona American Water Customer Signature Date 

\ 

Mail or deliver to confirming agent 
Sun City Taxpayers Association 

10195 W. Coggins Drive 
Sun Citv. AZ 85351 r .  

72047 DECISION NO. 
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DOCKET NO- W-0 1 3 03A-09-0343 ET AL * 

EXHIBIT “C” 

DEPRECIATION RATES FOR WATER SYSTEMS -Anthem Water District 

._ 

DECISION NO. 72047 
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DOCKET NO. W-01303A-09-0343 ET AL - . 
Arizona-American Water Company 
Anthem Water Division 

Notes: 1. Per the Company, this account reflects transportation automobiles. 
2. Per the Company, this account reflects transportation equipment other than trucks, such as trailers and 
cars, etc. 
3. Per the Company’s response to Data Request No. STF 14.8, this account includes source water supply 
facilities, such as, the CAP pumping station and pipeline h m  the CAP canal to the Anthem Water 
Treatment Plant. The depreciation rate is consistent with that of Account Nos. 33 1400 and 30900 used in 
the Sun City Water District. 
4. Approved in Decision No. 71410. 
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DOCKET NO. W-01303A-09-0343 ET . -  AL. 

, .  

DEPRECIATION RATES FOR SUN CITY WATER DISTRICT 

vement Leasehold 

331 Transmission and Distribution 
331001 TD mains nbt classified by size 1.53 1.53 1.53 1 
331100 TD mains dinch & less 1.53 1.53 1.53 
331200 TD mains &inch to &inch 1.53 1.53 1.53 

. 33 1300 TD mains IO-inCh to 16-inch 1.53 1.53 1.53 
33 1400 ’ID mains 1 &inch & GIQ NfA 2.002 2.00 

333 333000 Services 2.48 2.48 2.48 
334 Meters 

334100 Meters 2.51 6.672 6.67’ 



~ ~~ 
~~ ~ 

~~ 

DOCKET NO. W-O1303A-09-0343 ET AL, . .  
- .  

uter Software Custom 

Remote Control & Instrument 

Notes: 
1. Per tbe District's response to Data Request STF 14.1-14.7. 
2. Referred to Decision #71410. 
3. This account is for easementfright of way, the depreciation rate should be 0%. 
4. According to the Districf this account only includes an eye wash drench for Wed #5.1 that was in service in May 

2009. 
5. Per the District's February 18 and 19 e-mails, the Company had begun its 15-year automatic meter replacement 

program in 2009. The depreciation rate for meter should be 6.67%. 

I 



~-~~~~ ~- ~~~~ ~ ~ 

~~ 

DOCKET NO. W-O1303A-09-0343 ET AL . 

DEPRECIATION RATES FOR ANTHEWAGUA FRIA WASTEWATER DISTRICT 

72047 
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Notes: 1. Per Company’s response to Data Request No. STF 14.12 & 14.13, the account reflects allocation of 
Arizona Corporate plant. 
2. Per Company, the account reflects any transportation equipments that arc not light truck or heavy mck; it 
could be trailer, mules, etc. 
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DEPRECIATION RATES FOR SUN CITY WASTEWATER DISTRICT 

380050 
380100 

380600 
380625 
380650 

Treatment & Disposal Equipment: Grit Removal 
WW Treatment & Disposal Equipment: 
Sedimentation tanks/ACC 
WW Treatment & Disposal Equipment other disposal 
WW Treatment & Disposal Equip general treatment 
WW Treatment & Disposal Equipment :Influent lift 

2.00 

2.50 2.50 
2.00 2.00 
3.33 3.33 
2.07 2.07 
2.03 2.03 
8.40 8.40 
2.04 2.04 
10.00 10.00 
N/A 5.00 
NfA 3.33 
5.42 5.42 

2.00 2.00 

2.00 2.00 
2.00 2.00 
2.00 2.00 

n t e d  to corporate use. 

72047 DECISION NO. 
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Figure 6 Depreciation Rates for Sun City West Wastewater 

371 
375 
- 

3 80 

I 



Sun City West Wastewater 

381 

390 

. 390.1 
391 

3 94 

3 398 

380300 
380350 
380400 

380500 

380600 
380625 
381000 

390000 
390100 
VIA 
%91000 

$94000 
195000 I 

DOCKET NO. W-01303A-09-0343 ET AL, 

Treatment & Disposal Equipment: sludge drylfilter 5.00 5.00 
Treatment & Disposal Equipment: scc tnnt filt 5.00 5.00 

Treatment & Disposal Equipment: chemical treatment 5.00 5.00 

WW Treatment & Disposal Equipment - other disp 5.00 5.00 

WW Treatment & Disposal Equipment Aux Effluent 5.00 5.00 
Treatment 

p h t  

Notes: 1. Per the Company response to Data Request No. STF 14.12 these accounts contain plant allocated to corporate use. 
2. Rates are approved for the Arizona American Water Company Sun City West Water District in Decision #70209. 
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